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WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 16, 1957 


Unitep Srares SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m. in room F-39 
of the Capitol, Hon. Spessard L. Holland (chairman of the subcommit- 
tee) presiding. 
Present: Senators Holland, Stennis, Smith, and Potter. 
Present also: Chairman Hayden, of the full committee. 


ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR HOLLAND 


Senator HoLutanp. The subcommittee will please come to order. 
By Public Law 762 of the 81st Congress, 2d session, approved by the 
President September 7, 1950, Congress authorized the construction 
of a new airport to serve the area of the District of Columbia and 
adjacent areas. The total amount of the authorization was $14 
million. 

On July 9, 1956, the President transmitted in Senate Document 138 
a request for $34,700,000 for the construction and development of the 
additional airport for Washington, D. C., at Burke, Va. Hearings 
were held by the full Senate Committee on Appropriations and on 
July 24, by Senate Report No. 2770, the Senate Committee on 
Appropriations had this to say: 


The committee recommends no appropriation at this time for this item. After 
hearing testimony from proponents and opponents regarding the site, it is the 
committee’s recommendation that the chairman is to appoint a subcommittee of 


five members to look into this matter and report back not later than January 
15, 1957. 


APPOINTMENT OF SUBCOMMITTEE 


On July 26 the chairman of the Senate Committee on Appropria- 
tions, Senator Hayden, appointed the following: Senators Magnuson, 
Stennis, Smith of Maine, Potter, and myself as members of the 
subcommittee. 

The present hearings are held under the above authorization, with 
this comment, that the chairman of the Senate Committee on Appro- 
priations has extended to February 1, 1957, the deadline for the 
subcommittee’s report. 

It is the subeommittee’s purpose in holding these hearings to afford 
a full opportunity for the Government and other witnesses to present 
such additional or new testimony as mav be helpful to the subcom- 
mittee in supplementing the testimony already in the record. 
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Without attempting to pass upon any question which may arise as 
ny particular testimony is offered, I may say that I am sure it is the 
intention of the subcommittee to go quite fully into this matter, not 
only with reference to the proposed site at Burke, or any other pro- 
posed site, or any changed use of the present national airport, but 
also the proposed use of Friendship Airport, and any other airports 
in this area, as well as any changes in the use of these various airports 
that may be suggested by testimony. 

The committee will be glad to hear from all of the official witnesses 
as a prelude to hearing testimony from interested citizens, either in 
the Burke area or in the general area here, or in the area of any other 
proposed site to serve the National Capital area. 

Senator Smith, do you or Senator Stennis or Senator Potter desire 
to make any separate statement before we proceed? 

Senator SmirH. No. 

Senator Porrrr. No, thank you. 

Senator Srannis. I do not, thank you. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR BEALL 


Senator Hoituanp. I have a request from Senator Beall of Maryland 
to appear first this morning. He has been unable to get here. I will 
read into the record the brief statement which Senator Beall has 
asked be received, unless there is objection. 

“My remarks today will be brief. 

“For years, ever since it was first proposed that an airport be built 
at Burke, Va. I have been citing various statistics to show that such 
a plan would be inadvisable. 

‘All those statements of mine are on record. There is no need to 
repeat them. Today I have but two points to make. 

“The first is this: There is an ever increasing need for additional 
air facilities to serve the District of Columbia, and we must make a 
sincere effort to utilize the only hope for an immediate solution— 
Friendship International Airport. 

‘‘All we ask is that it be given a fair trial as a coterminal with 
National Airport. 

‘“‘We all know how some persons say they dislike oysters, even 
though they have never tasted them. 

“Well, I can testify that thousands of individuals who felt that way 
have changed their minds completely after tasting some of our delicious 
Chesapeake Bay oysters. 

‘Likewise, we feel certain that Friendship Airport will prove itself 
if only it is given a chance. 

“My second point is this. 

‘As I have stated in the past, I will never be able to see how anyone 
can attempt to justify the expenditure of hundreds of millions of dollars 
for the construction of facilities similar to others which are already 
available. 

“Friendship is ready now, without additional costs. 

‘All considerations of safety and economy dictate that we use it.”’ 


STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN FRIEDEL 


Senator HoLuanp. I have here a request from Congressman Friedel 
for the insertion of his statement immediately following Senator 
Beall’s statement. 
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(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE SAMUEL N. FRIEDEL OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Chairman, I regret that other business prevents me from appearing before 
your committee personally today. However, I wish to go on record with my 
colleagues from Maryland on behalf of the full utilization of Friendship Inter- 
national Airport as a coterminal for the Baltimore-Washington area. 

The acute congestion of airspace, and the resulting hazards at Washington 
National Airport have long been the subject of much discussion and debate. 
Today the airlanes around the Washington National Airport are so terribly over- 
crowded that planes are stacked up, one on top of the other, and are often required 
to stay aloft for more than an hour before they are permitted to land. It is an 
acknowledged fact that the situation is growing steadily worse all the time, and as 
yet, no action has been taken to remedy it. 


The only logical answer to the problem is the diversion of some of this air 
traffic to Friendship International Airport, only 32 miles from Washington. 
Friendship is a modern field, one of the best in the United States, available imme- 
diately with no additional cost to the taxpayers. It has one 9,450-foot runway, 
sufficiently long and strong enough to handle the heaviest of the jet transports to 
see service in 1959. In addition, it has 2 other runways, 6,500 and 6,000 feet. 
This fine modern terminal is capable of handling a much greater volume of 


passengers than is now being handled or expected to be handled in the foreseeable 
future. 


Another compelling reason for the full utilization of Friendship is the fact that 
Baltimore, being the Nation’s 6th largest city, ranks 38th in air passenger volume 
due solely to the grossly inadequate service. If Friendship is permitted to operate 
at full capacity, it will go a long way toward relieving the congestion at Wash- 
ington’s National Airport, in addition to giving Baltimore area patrons better 
airplane service. 

Shortly after the adjournment of Congress last summer, I arranged for members 
of the Air Space Use Subcommittee of the House Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee to make an inspection trip to Friendship International Airport. Asa 
result of this visit, I am very pleased to report, several members who were pre- 
viously not enthusiastic regarding the use of Friendship as a coterminal, were 
literally amazed at the modern facilities we have to offer; the area available for 
future expansion; and the short 43 minute drive from Friendship to Washington. 
(This compares favorably with ground times between the cities of Cincinnati, 
Los Angeles, Pittsburgh, and San Francisco, and their respective municipal air- 
ports.) I am also very pleased to report that these members are now in agree- 
ment with us that Friendship offers not only the immediate answer, but the best 
overall solution to Washington’s desperate congestion problem, at a saving of 
$50 million of the taxpayers’ money. 

In conclusion, may I say, that there is no doubt in my mind, that if the members 
of this committee would avail themselves of the opportunity, to visit Friendship 
International Airport, the question of designating Friendship as a coterminal for 
the Baltimore-Washington area would be favorably and promptly resolved, 


COMMITTEE PROCEDURE 


Senator HoLianp. Are there other statements by Members of the 
Senate or the House of Representatives which are sought to be made 
at this point? I am advised by the clerk of the subcommittee that 
he has requests from other Senators and from Representatives to be 
heard later. They will be heard when convenient to the committee 
and to the witnesses themselves. 


In calling the hearing for today, I suggested to the Department of 
Commerce and to the Administrator of the CAA that 1 thought it 
would be advisable to hear first the official witnesses, particularly 


with reference to any changes in the situation that have occurred 
since our last hearings last summer. 
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USE OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


I think everyone knows that the subcommittee and also the chair- 
man of the full Committee on Appropriations earnestly requested of 
all the official agencies involved, as well as the Air Transport Associa- 
tion that a real trial be made of Friendship Airport during the period 
between the adjournment last summer and this session of Congress, 
and also requested and recommended various changes in the opera- 
tion of the National Airport, one of which was the removal of the 
Military Air Transport Service operations from that airport. 

There were also several other suggestions which were made. If, 
there has been any effort whatever to carry out those suggestions 
either on the part of the CAA, the Department of Commerce, the Air 
Transport Association, or CAB, I am sure that the committee will be 
very happy to hear about it this morning. 

Mr. Rothschild, will you proceed to make any statement you might 
think would best get this hearing underway? 


Civit AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


SUPPORT OF BURKE AIRPORT 


STATEMENT OF HON. LOUIS S. ROTHSCHILD, UNDER SECRETARY 
FOR TRANSPORTATION ; GEORGE T. MOORE, ASSISTANT SECRE- 
TARY FOR ADMINISTRATION; OSCAR H. NIELSON, DEPART- 
MENTAL BUDGET OFFICER; JAMES T. PYLE, ADMINISTRATOR 
OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS; ROBERT P. BOYLE, GENERAL COUNSEL; 
W. B. DAVIS, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF FLIGHT OPERATIONS AND 
AIRWORTHINESS; D. D. THOMAS, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF AIR 
TRAFFIC CONTROL; HERBERT H. HOWELL, DIRECTOR, OFFICE 
OF AIRPORTS; ARVIN 0. BASNIGHT, BUDGET AND FINANCE 
OFFICER; LUCIUS W. BURTON, ASSISTANT TO THE ADMINIS- 
TRATOR; AND B.S. SPANO, PLANNING OFFICER, CIVIL AERO- 
NAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


NEED FOR ADDITIONAL AIRPORT 


Secretary Roruscuitp. Thank you very much. I do not have a 
written or formal statement, but I would like to make a few com- 
ments, together with Mr. James Pyle, the Administrator of Civil 
Aeronautics. There are present in the room several of the program 
chiefs of the Civil Aeronautics Administration, each one of whom is 
expert and competent in his respective field. We are, I believe, 
equipped to answer almost any question that any member of the 
committee might have, and we should be delighted to try to do so. 

We are especially happy that these hearings are starting so early in 
the year, because the need for an additional airport in the Washington 
area is critical. We would hope by reason of the early hearings that 
we could establish a pattern by which we may proceed. 


AIRPORT TRAFFIC 


The necessity for an additional airport is pointed up by some figures. 
At Washington National in fiscal year 1957 we will handle 275,000 
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traffic movements. That will consist of 4.2 million passengers. That 
is boarding and deplaning passengers. We estimate that by 1960, 
only 3 years from now, that 4.2 million will have grown to somewhere 
between 6 and 7 million. 

In a normal busy hour today under visual flight rules, the airport 
is handling 57 landings and takeoffs. That is nearly one a minute. 
In addition to the 4.2 million passengers that we are now putting on 
or taking off planes, there are another 700,000 passengers not included 
in that total who change planes at the airport and go from one airline 
to another. We estimate that this number by 1960 will have grown 
to 1.2 million. 

Senator Hottanp. You mean 700,000, don’t you? 

Secretary Rotuscuitp. Yes, sir. It is clearly apparent to us that 
this rate of growth cannot be satisfied at the present airport and we 
know additionally that if facilities were available, the air carriers 
would be happy to add more schedules, thereby serving the population 
more adequately. 

PREFERENCE FOR BURKE AIRPORT 


We will hope to show you today by answers to your questions that 
the best facility is Burke. We will show you that by a study of 
traffic patterns, by the impact on the community in which the airport 
would be placed, by the availability of land, by the economy and 
practicality so far as the traveling public is concerned, and by an 
operating-efficiency picture. 

Among the things which we will show you today will be the fact 
that according to figures of the National Capital Planning Commis- 
sion, the density of population around the Burke site is very low, 
ranging from one-tenth of 1 person to 3 persons per acre. That ex- 
tends for an area of 3 miles around the airport site. As I said previ- 
ously, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, Mr. Pyle and 
his staff are here, and I think are equipped to answer your questions. 
I would like to have Mr. Pyle speak to the same subject, if that is 
agreeable. 

COMMUNICATION FROM SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 


Senator Hotuanp. I have just had handed me a letter dated Janu- 
ary 11, from the Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Sinclair Weeks, to the 
chairman of the full Senate Committee on Appropriations, Senator 
Hayden, touching on the subject which you have mentioned. Was it 
the intention of Mr. Weeks or of the Department of Commerce that 
that letter be a part of the testimony in this case? 

Secretary Roruscuiip. Yes, sir. We should like to introduce this 
as a part of the testimony. Mr. Pyle will speak to this same subject 
in just a moment. 

Senator Hotuanp. At what stage do you wish that letter intro- 
duced? Have you seen the letter before? 

Secretary Roruscuiup. Yes, sir; I have seen it. 

Senator Hotuanp. Do you wish the letter introduced at this stage? 

Secretary Roruscuitp. Wherever you wish, sir. 

Senator Hotuanp. It seems to me that the statement from the head 
of the Department would be appropriate at this stage. Unless there 
is objection, I am going to ask that this letter of January 11 be filed 








6 


ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR WASHINGTON AREA 


with the committee and I will ask the clerk to read the letter for the 
information of the committee and all others present. 
The Cuierk (reading): 


Hon. Cart HaypeEn, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHarrMAN: Reference is made to Report No. 2039 of the Committee 
on Appropriations of the United States Senate, 84th Congress, 2d session, which 
states the committee’s feeling that the Military Air Transport Service should be 
located at some airport, other than the Washington National, which is convenient 
to Washington. 

In response to the committee’s recommendations, I consulted with the Secretary 
of Defense, and we have jointly established a working board for the purpose of: 
(1) Exploring the possibility and feasibility of transferring appropriate military 
activities away from the Washington National Airport; and (2) on a longer term 
basis to coordinate planning of future military and civil-airport activities in the 
Washington area. 

Due to the excellent cooperation of the Air Force, the results to date, I am 
pleased to report, have been most encouraging. A substantial portion of the 
Military Air Transport schedules have been, as of this writing, moved to Andrews 
Air Force Base, and arrangements are under way for the transfer from Washing- 
ton National Airport of the balance of the MATS scheduled flights as soon as 
practicable. The Air Force has also released much needed real estate located 
just west of the main terminal building which can be converted to general public 
service, such as automobile parking or civil revenue-producing activity, as is 
deemed most useful in the interest of the public. 

It is not contemplated that certain special air mission flights, including Presi- 
dential aircraft operations and others of a similar nature, will be transferred from 
National. However, this operation is so small that it is relatively insignificant 
to the military problem at National as a whole. 

We therefore feel that we have not only been able to take steps to comply with 
the committee’s recommendation but have already achieved considerable success 
in meeting the committee’s objective. These efforts will be diligently continued. 

I trust the above will be of assistance to you, and will be glad to provide in 
detail any additional information which you may desire. 

Sincerely yours, 
SINCLAIR WEEKS, 
Secretary of Commerce. 


ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUESTED 


Senator Hotitanp. I am sure the committee is glad to have that 
information, but it will certainly want the information that the 
Secretary said will be available, such as the number of MATS flights 
transferred to Andrews, the number now being originated at the 
National Airport, and the specific areas which the Secretary says have 
been transferred from military occupancy to civilian use at the Na- 
tional Airport. 

I ask that those matters be furnished for the record. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Movement oF MATS anp Orner Minitary Fuicut Activiry Away From 
WASHINGTON NATIONAL AIRPORT 


One hundred and four MATS scheduled flights have recently been transferred 
from Washington National to Andrews Air Force Base. The balance of the 
MATS operation consisting of 156 additional flights per year is expected to be 
transferred away from National to Andrews by July 1, 1957. This amounts to 
208 landings and departures already transferred to Andrews with 312 landings 
and departures to be transferred as stated above. In 1956 these 520 flights in 
and out of Washington National handled some 22,682 passengers with the attend- 
ant terminal, international operations and other related facilities. The special 
air mission landings and departures totaled 296 in 1956 and handled 2,595 pas- 
sengers. Both of the above also carried mail and cargo-requiring facilities for 
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their handling. The special air mission presently has 19 twin-engine aircraft 
based at Bolling Field which in most cases conduct their operations from Bolling. 
However, some still make landings and takeoffs at National for the purpose of 
picking up or disembarking specially important congressional or executive branch 
officials as well as foreign officials of important rank. The special air mission 
activity presently bases 12 4-engine aircraft and 3 small twin-engine aircraft at 
Washington National. It is proposed by the Air Force to move 8 of the 4-engine 
aircraft away from National, leaving four of these aircraft at National for such 
flights as Secretary Weeks indicated in his letter of January 11, 1957, that would 
need be retained at National and which include Presidential aireraft operations. 

To effect the complete movement of the military operation from National, as 
stated before, certain facilities at Andrews will be required in order to accom- 
modate the flight activities now used at National such as hangars 10 and 11, 
ramp space, ete. The completion of this movement necessarily involves budgetary 
matters which the Air Force will appropriately discuss with the Appropriations 
Committees. A program for the removal of the balance of these military opera- 
tions at National, other than Presidential and flights of that type, has been pre- 
pared by the Air Force, and more specific information in this respect will not be 
obtainable by us from the Air Force until after the Air Force has discussed these 
items with the Appropriations Committees. 

The real-estate area recently released by the Air Force for civil use consists of 
approximately 2 acres of open land located just west of the main terminal building 
and to the west of the terminal entrance and employee parking area on the hilltop. 
This area has already been converted to civil use. 


COMMENTS ON LETTER OF SECRETARY WEEKS 


Senator Hotianp. Is there any comment or question from other 
members of the committee with reference to Mr. Weeks’ letter? 

Secretary Roruscuitp. Mr. Chairman, would you like to have us 
speak to that question now? 

Senator Hotianp. If you have the information, I think it would be 
appropriate to put it in the record at this very point. 

Secretary Roruscuitp. Mr. Pyle might do so. 

Senator Hotuanpb. Mr. Pyle, if you have that information it might 
be worth while to start your statement by furnishing it to the com- 
mittee. 

CAPACITY OF NATIONAL AIRPORT 


Senator Porrer. I would like to ask Mr. Rothschild a question 
about the capacity of the Washington National Airport that he men- 
tioned in his opening statement. I have no preference if you care to 
have comments on the letter now or to go back to Mr. Rothschild’s 
statement. 

Senator Hotuanp. If there are questions to ask with respect to 
Mr. Rothschild, I think they should be asked now. As I understand 
it, Mr. Pyle will be able to give us the detailed information which will 
supplement the Secretary’s letter. 

Mr. Pyte. Yes, sir. 

Senator HoLuaNnpb. Very well. 

Senator Porrrer. Mr. Rothschild, you mentioned that at present 
there are 275,000 traffic movements at Washington National Airport. 
That is yearly movements. 

Secretary Roruscuiip. Yes, sir. 

Senator Porrrr. The Commerce Committee last year, as you well 
know, held hearings on this problem. I think at that time it was 
stated that traffic movements were, I believe, 240,000 per year. I 
assume this is a later figure. 

Secretary Roruscuitp. This is for fiscal 1957. 

Senator Porrrer. This is an increase over 1956. 
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Secretary RoruscuiLp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Porrer. What is the capacity of traffic movements that 
you consider for National Airport? 

Secretary Roruscuiip. We have a chart here showing the move- 
ments at National Airport that I think is most revealing, if I might 
show it, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Porrrr. I think it is important that the first thing the 
committee should determine is the need for an airport. I think it 
would be well to have that on the record. 

Mr. Pyte. Mr. Chairman, if I might, | would ask Mr. Thomas, 
Director of our Office of Air Traffic Control, to speak to this chart. 
I think he can give it more clearly. 

Mr. Tuomas. I am David D. Thomas, Director of the Office of 
Air Traffic Control, Civil Aeronautics Administration. 


EXPLANATION OF CHART 


Senator HoLLanp. Suppose you proceed with a descriptive state- 
ment about the chart which you are now proposing, and then, as I 
understand it, Senator Potter and perhaps other members of the 
subcommittee will have questions to address to you. 

Mr. Tuomas. Mr. Chairman, the precise number of operations per 
year which determines the absolute capacity is hard to state, because 
of the dependence on the hours of the day on which the operations 
are conducted. This black bar which goes across the chart [indi- 
cating] represents 40 operations per hour, which is considered a 
standard good operation for any airport under instrument flight rule 
conditions, or bad weather conditions. This theoretically could get 
up to 60, perhaps, or 1 operation per minute, if there were no difficul- 
ties, no delays, no communication problems and everything worked 
perfectly. 

We have found that without introducing excessive delays 40 opera- 
tions per hour is our working figure of airport capacity. 

Senator Hotuanp. That is for instrument control conditions. 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes. 

Senator Porter. Is this related just to Washington Airport or is it 
for all airports? 

Mr. Tuomas. This is for all airports, sir. At Washington on our 
busy days, as Mr. Rothschild said, we are already far exceeding this, 
and very nearly approaching the theoretical maximum. We occa- 
sionally do approach just about the theoretical maximum for short 
periods of time. For our average day we are well exceeding the normal 
operating capacity without introducing delays. For our very slow 
days we are just under it. 

The other thing is that the peaks which extend above the 40 opera- 
tions per hour figure start early in the morning. Here we reach 40 
about 8:30 or 9 o’clock in the morning. The peaks extend to late in 
the evening, around 9 o’clock. We have a fair amount of activity 
starting around 7 in the morning and going on as late as 11 in the 
evening. 

COMPARISION WITH OTHER AIRPORTS 


The possibility of adding more traffic in the Washington National 
Airport is like the possibility of more traffic crossing our bridges. If 
we could do it in the wee morning hours, certainly we could get more 
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operations in but these are not the hours that people travel. Com- 
paratively, we have a few airports that are busier. Chicago Midway 
runs much higher on an annual basis. That is around 380,000 opera- 
tions. The capacity under instrument conditions of Midway is 
essentially the same as Washington. The difference is partially ac- 
counted for by the higher number of VFR and small aircraft operations 
at Chicago Midway. 

Senator Hottanp. VFR means what—for the record? 

Mr. Tuomas. VFR is our expression for visual flight rules, or good 
weather flying. 

Senator HoLtianp. The chart is built for instrument control, which 
is not applicable to visual flight operation. 

Mr. Tomas. No, sir. The visual flight rule operations cease in 
bad weather. That traffic simply does not move. The instrument 
operations are necessary for a reliable transportation system or reliable 
military use—that is to provide for the normal continued use of the 
airplane as a vehicle in any weather—we have to plan our capacity so 
that we can use the airplane under bad weather as well as good 
weather conditions. 

Secretary Roruscuitp. The answer is that we could put more 
operations into Washington National if we could get people to travel 
at hours when the airport is not crowded. 

Senator Hotnanp. You mean if the carriers would schedule their 
planes so that they would come in at different hours. 

Secretary RoruscuiLp. I have a feeling that the carriers would 
schedule the planes at any time the public would buy the space. 

Senator Smirx. Would weather interefere with changing schedules 
to morning and evening? 

Secretary Roruscuriyp. I do not think so. 

Senator SmiruH. Here in this area, I mean. 

Senator HoLianp. Senator Potter? 


SAFETY OF OPERATIONS 


Senator Porrrr. Do you consider that the excessive traffic move- 
ment to Washington National Airport can be endangering safety at 
the present time? 

Mr. THomas. The answer is no and a very firm no. We would not 
permit an unsafe operation. The result is inconvenience and delay 
and inability to provide for the movements that are desired. Our sole 
objective is safety. 

Senator Porrer. How much more air traffic could Washington 
National Airport take before safety would be endangered? 

Mr. Tuomas. Mr. Chairman, we would not reach that point, 
because we do it on a delayed basis or a restriction basis. I think you 
notice this when you travel, that you are held on the ground where 
you are safe. The penalty is paid in terms of delay. So we do not 
eee more to come in here than is safe. It may sit on the ground at 


ittsburgh or New York or some place else, but we maintain the 
safety standards. 


Senator Hotuanp. Senator Stennis. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, I will not take but just a second, 
but as I understand now, even though you are operating at the safe 
level, you are nevertheless greatly handicapped with a considerable 
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volume of your traffic at these peak load hours and therefore can’t 
function on your present space. Is that correct? 


EFFICIENCY OF OPERATIONS 


Mr. Tuomas. We are not functioning efficiently. When we run 
up to high peak hours we start running into delays and inefficiency. 

Senator Srennis. That is what I mean. One of the reasons for 
travel by air, as I understand it, is to save time. 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Senator Srennis. Is this bottleneck in Washington robbing air 
travel of one of its major features? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes. 

Mr. Pytz. Senator, if I might, sir, I think the point that answers 
your question is that when weather gets bad, and we are in this area 
findicating] where the requirement is to operate over 40 operations an 
hour, this is where we have trouble. Then things slow down to 
maintain the safety which Mr. Thomas indicated. 


ADVENT OF JET PASSENGER PLANE 


Senator Srennis. I don’t want to anticipate anything, but I 
suppose they are prepared to put on proof of what the advent of the 
jet passenger plane is going to mean to this present situation. Is that 
correct? I think that has a material bearing. 

Senator HoLuanp. It is the opinion of the chairman that is one of 
the most vital questions. 

Senator Stennis. You are going to take that up in due course. 
I won’t go into it now. 

Senator HoLuanp. It is quite all right to begin the exploration now, 
if you choose. 

Senator Srennis. I will let you have the chance on that. I just 
want to hear the proof on that at some time. 

Senator Hotuanp. With reference to the volume of activity at 
National Airport, how much of that is activity of the commercial 
planes and bow much is the activity of other planes, such as the 
MATS service and the staff planes and other private planes that are 
accommodated at National Airport? 

Mr. Pyus. Mr. Chairman, if I could ask one of my witnesses on 
that, Mr. Thomas will answer. 


TYPES OF TRAFFIC 


Mr. Toomas. Yes, sir. At the Washington National Airport, the 
scheduled airlines operations were predominant. There were 218,000. 
I am 6 months behind Mr. Rothschild. 218,622 out of 260,000 opera- 
tions in the 6 months just prior, or the year ending 6 months prior to 
that. The military operations of an itinerant nature, point to point, 
were 8,219, and they had 880 local operations. 

The other civil itinerant—this is business aircraft, private aircraft 
all combined—from point to point was 29,991, and the local civil 
operation was 2,420. So you see this is predominantly a scheduled 
alr carrier operation. 

Senator Hotuanp. If I have heard your figures correctly, there are 
about 40,000 in that year that ended July 1, 1956, is that when the 
year ended? 
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Mr. Tuomas. Yes, this is the end of December 1956. Mr. Roths- 
child has the 6 months later figure so that there is some discrepancy. 

Senator HoLtuanp. Part of Mr. Rothschild’s figure is projected or 
estimated? 

Mr. Tuomas. No, sir. His figures are actual figures. Unfortu- 
nately the form that I have had the old figures on it. His had the 
total, 

Senator HoLuanp. The total operation is to the end of the current 
fiscal year. 

Secretary Rotuscuitp. Your are correct, Mr. Chairman. This is 
for fiscal 1957. 

Senator Hotianp. Half of that is projected or estimated. 

Secretary Roruscuiup. Yes. 

Senator Hotuanp. The figures which have just been given by the 
present witness are the actual figures for 1956, covering all of 1956, 
is that correct? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Honuanp. If I understand correctly, the figures which you 
have given which cover calendar 1956, approximately 40,000 of the 
total of 260,000 operations represent the military classifications, which 
were a total of a little over 9,000, and the civil, noncommercial classi- 
fications, which are a little over 32,000? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. That is a total of something like 41,000 plus; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes. 

TRANSFER OF FLIGHTS 


Senator Hotuanp. Isn’t one way to help to solve this problem to 
locate elsewhere the flights that come in the categories which you 
mentioned? 

Mr. Tuomas. Mr. Chairman, I don’t know what percentage of 
these operations were those requiring full-instrument facilities, but 
certainly a large number were. The military MATS operation is an 
all-weather operation. 

Senator Hottanp. That was something over 9,000. 

Mr. Tuomas. These required full-instrument facilities. A large 
number of the other civil operations are those of business aircraft of the 
large corporations and others which come to visit Washington, and 
they fly all-weather conditions to make their aircraft a useful tool. 
There is no other airport in the Washington area which will accommo- 
date civilian aircraft under instrument conditions. They would be 
limited to coming into Washington only in good weather. 


NONCOMMERCIAL FLIGHTS 


Senator HoLianp. It is a fact, then, is it not, that something over 
41,000 of the total of 260,000 represent noncommercial flights? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. In the period of time you mentioned. 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. In part that problem is now being met by the 
transfer of MATS to Andrews as covered by the letter of Secretary 
Weeks which has already been placed in the record. 
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Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. The larger part of those extra operations, 
amounting to about 32,000 in the year, which you covered, are non- 
commercial operations for which there is no plan at the present to 


transfer away from the National Airport where the commercial 
operations take place. 


Mr. Tuomas. That is correct, sir. 

Senator HoLianp. Has the CAA or the Department of Commerce 
considered any plan or program by which, as in the case of many other 
cities in the Nation, a secondary field is provided for the operation of 


noncommercial aircraft which are not permitted access to the field 
where commercial airplanes are serviced? 


NEED FOR SECOND AIRPORT 


Mr. Prue. Mr. Chairman, if I might, I will attempt to answer that 
question. I think the answer is primarily that this is part of the 
overall problem for a second facility for the Washington area. As 
Mr. Thomas quite correctly states, we do have to provide a sufficiently 
adequate airport so that the business aircraft, DC-3 type, the A-26, 
and so forth, which are large airplanes, can fly in all kinds of weather, 
good and bad, and can land. This is a requirement which we have 
to meet by the provision of a second facility. This is part of the 
overall picture that we encompass in our recommendation for a 
second airport for the Washington area. So in part your question 
is answered in that manner. 

Senator Hotuanp. As to the other part of my question, which was 
really an observation, isn’t it true that several of the cities which do 
have heavy operations have installed an auxiliary airfield for the use 
of the private airplane of the type now being served at National 
Airport? Is that correct? 

Mr. Pyus. That is correct. I think probably the outstanding ex- 
ample, Mr. Chairman, is Teterboro Airport near New York, which 
serves that type of aircraft. It has full instrument landing capa- 
bility. The aircraft come over Newark and proceed to Teterboro. 
We would have to provide a facility of that kind to meet this require- 
ment. We feel that the interest of economy will be served by a 
second airport which will meet our requirements adequately and at 
the same time take care of additional commercial airline type opera- 
tion that will undoubtedly be needed. 


USE OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


Senator Hotianp. You do not feel that it would be reasonable to 
require that type of operation to utilize the facilities of Friendship? 
r. Pye. I will speak to this point, Mr. Chairman, if you like, 
right now. We are in full accord that the use of Friendship should be 
made immediately, as has been recommended at several of the hearings 
that have taken place. It has been recommended by Secretary 
Weeks. We should use Friendship. It is a good facility. But the 
problem is very specifically that Friendship’s operations now number 
165,000 per annum right now. This is the same number that was 
taking place at Washington National only 6 years ago, in 1950, when 
the second airport was authorized by Congress. So we feel that it 
would be only a relatively short period of time before the traffic at 











ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR WASHINGTON AREA 13 


Friendship would be sufficient as to demand that a third airport be 
provided for the Baltimore-Washington area, if you look at it as one 
area. 


TREATMENT AS ONE AREA 


Senator Hotuanp. Do you look at it as one area? 

Mr. Pye. I think this can be considered as one area. Eventually 
it will be one area. 

Senator Hottanp. You do not think, then, it would be a hardship 
to require the noncommercial planes to use the facilities at Friendship 
under present conditions? 

Mr. Pyte. Would you repeat your question, please? 

Senator HotLtanp. You do not think, then, it would be a hardship 
to require the noncommercial airplanes to use the Friendship facilities? 

Mr. Pyte. I think this could be an interim solution; yes. 

Senator Hotuanp. I wonder why the officials here have made no 
effort in that direction, since the adjournment of Congress last July? 

Secretary Roruscuiip. I think we have made an effort, Mr. Chair- 
man. 


EFFORT TO TRANSFER NONCOMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES 


Senator Hotuanp. I have heard of no effort whatever to transfer 
the noncommercial operations to Friendship. If you have made such 
an effort, I would be very glad to have that come in the record at this 
time. 

Secretary Roruscuiup. Shortly after the adjournment of Congress, 
Secretary Weeks wrote the Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board, 
suggesting that Friendship be named an alternate to Washington 
National. 

Senator HoLttanp. That was before the adjournment of the Con- 
gress. 

Secretary Roruscuitp. Perhaps it was. That was a step in that 
direction. 

Senator HoLttanp. That had no greater relationship, as I recall, 
to the noncommercial operations than it did to the commercial. 

Secretary Roruscuiip. That is correct. 

Senator Hotuanp. The subject matter of my inquiry at this time 
is to explore the question as to why no effort was made to transfer the 
noncommercial operations from National Airport to Friendship in 
order to relieve congestion at the National Airport. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, you mean by transfer just to 
order that this be done, and not let them land at this airport? 

Senator Houuanp. Exactly. Just as it is done in Miami. A 
private plane coming in can’t land at the 36th Street Airport, but 
has to go down to the field where I have landed many times in a 
private plane, or staff planes, some miles away. You have already 
mentioned the fact that in the case of Teterboro Airport that same 
regulation applies. The plane comes where it is permitted to come, 
normally speaking, and where facilities are constructed to serve it. 

The question is why has there not been some effort to relieve this 
congestion here by moving this 32,000 plus noncommercial operations 
and nonmilitary operations to Friendship? If there is any answer to 
that, I would be glad to have it in the record. 
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LANDING PROCEDURE AT TETERBORO 


Mr. Pyte. Mr. Chairman, I would like to answer part of the 
question in this manner. I did not mean to convey the impression 
that private aircraft were required to land at Teterboro because this 
is not the case. The facility is made available to them but they do 
land at LaGuardia in great numbers. They pay a landing fee which 
is an incentive to go to the other airport. 

Senator Hottanp. You mean they come in there when they are 
permitted to come in by the control tower? 

Mr. Pytr. When they ask for landing instructions, they are cleared 
to land. 

Senator Hotianp. If they are told that they cannot land at that 
time, they go to Teterboro? 

Mr. Pyux. I could be corrected on this. They are not denied per- 
mission to land, but might have to accept delays. 

Senator HoLuanp. That is what they are told at Miami because I 
have been on planes that requested permission to land at the 36th Street 
Airport, and they were told under the existing conditions they cannot. 
They must go to another airport. I am satisfied that it is the same 
operation in other places. That is the purpose of having an auxiliary 
field to accommodate noncommercial planes; is it not? The com- 
mercial planes are given the first consideration and first service at 
your No. 1 airport in each area, are they not? 


PRESENT LANDING PROCEDURE 


Mr. Pyue. I would like to answer it in this way, Mr. Chairman. 
Any traffic that requests landing instructions is given the authority 
to proceed to make the landing, unless local regulations which are 
published and put into effect by the airport authority or airport 
operator do not permit them to land, in which case the pilot knows 
he cannot go in there, and makes other plans. 

Senator Hotuanp. Also if he is coming in at a time of congestion 
or at a time when the operation as of that time does not make it 
possible to receive him, he is so advised and instructed to land else- 
where. 

Mr. Pye. Either that, or he has to take a delay. He may be fourth 
or fifth in the pattern. 

Senator HoLuaNnp. A preferential permit to land is given to com- 
mercial planes; is it not? 

Mr. Pyue. No, sir. They are handled on a first-come, first-served 
basis. 

Senator HoLttanp. Then are we to understand that under the 
regulations that vou are in charge of now that a plane with 2 or 3 
people i in it, operating not as a part of a commercial operation of an 
airline service, might be permitted to land at a time when 40 or 50 
or 60 people are circling around overhead in a commercial plane, also 
requesting permission to land? 

Mr. Prue. In effect this is a possibility, Mr. Chairman. On the 
other hand, pilots, if asked, to use a technical expression, extend their 
flight pattern so that the airliner can come in in front, if the tower 
so requests. 
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Senator Hotianp. If the regulations had been promulgated prior 
to that time requiring the private operator to use another facility, that 
kind of problem would not be presented at all; would it? 

Mr. Pyte. That is correct. 

Senator HoLLaNnp. So we come back to the question why has not the 
device been used to employ the Friendship facilities to serve these 
32,000 flights of noncommercial planes that are now being served at 
National? 

Mr. Pyue. Mr. Chairman, I might answer it in this manner. This 
is very possibly something we should look into. I think the problem, 
however, is to find a permanent solution. This matter of diverting 
a segment of the WNA traffic is at best only an interim solution. 
The situation right at the moment is not such that this has become 
necessary. I thik that is the proper answer. 


POSSIBLE INTERIM SOLUTION 


Senator HoLLanp. Do you not recall that this committee insistently 
requested you to take the various interim solutions that were possible 
to demonstrate what relief was available through those interim solu- 
tions and earnestly requested that all interim solutions were explored 
and utilized for our information before the 85th Congress began? 
Do you recall that? 

Mr. Pyxte. Mr. Chairman, I will have to answer that I was not in 
my present capacity at that time. 

Senator HoLLaAnp. You were present at the hearing, however. 

Mr. Pyue. I am sorry, I was not. 

Senator HoLuanp. Let us explore that. In other words, you never 
heard that the Appropriations Committee of the Senate requested 
that all of the interim possibilities to relieve the situation here be 
explored and employed so that this committee would have informa- 
tion as to their efficacy? You never heard that before? 

Mr. Pyte. Mr. Chairman, I did, sir, and in accordance with the 
committee’s request we promptly attacked the problem of how to 
handle the military air traffic at Washington. This we are prepared 
to report on. This matter of diverting the nonairline traffic quite 
honestly is not a solution that has been considered. I think it is 
something that we should consider. I propose to do so. 

Senator HoLtuanp. In other words, while you did consider what to 
do with the 9,000 military flights, you did not consider what to do 
with the 32,000 noncommercial civil flights. 

Mr. Pye. That is right. 

Senator HoLLanpb. Speaking only as one member of the committee, 
I am not impressed with that as a showing of due diligence on the part 
of the Administration officers in trying to relieve the congestion at 
National Airport, because on the very face of it that problem is 
vastly more important in terms of volume and use than is the case 
with the military aircraft. 

Senator Smitu. Mr. Chairman, may I ask, Mr. Pyle, how long 
have you been in your present position? 

Mr. Pye. Senator Smith, I have been in it approximately 3 weeks. 
I would like to point out by way of correction, however, that the 
previous Administrator died in September and I have been in an 
acting capacity since September. 


87317—57——2 
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LETTER FROM CHAIRMAN HAYDEN TO SECRETARY WEEKS 


Senator HoLuanp. I would like to place in the record at this point 
a copy of the quite clear letter of Senator Hayden to Secretary Weeks, 
dated July 30, 1956, on this point. The terms of the letter which 
I shall now quote seem to me to make it very clear that various 
alternatives, and all ot them regarded as available, were to be explored. 


It is intended to defer until later in the year any hearings which may be held by 
the special subcommittee looking into this matter. In the meantime, however, it 
is requested and expected that you will give your full cooperation toward early 
consideration for adoption of the proposed alternatives in whole or in part. Ad- 
mittedly one or several of these alternatives would have to be used even if construc- 
tion at the Burke site started tomorrow. The Senate Cornmmittee on Appropria- 
tions feels that it is entitled to have information on the results obtained from 
the use of one or more of these alternatives before committing the Federal Govern- 


ment to the expenditure of the $50 million or more required to complete the 
Burke airport. 


(The letter referred to follows:) 


Juty 30, 1956. 
Hon. Sincutarr WEEKs, 


Secretary of Commerce, Department of Commerce, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Secretary: Pursuant to the motion adopted by the Committee on 
Appropriations during the consideration of the second supplemental appropriation 
bill, I have appointed the Honorable Spessard L. Holland as chairman of a special 
subcommittee of five to study the question of additional airport facilities for the 
Washington area. 

The other members of the special subcommittee are as follows: Hon. Warren 
G. Magnuson, Hon. John Stennis, Hon. Margaret Chase Smith, Hon. Charles E. 
Potter. 

It is apparent from the results of the floor debate in the Senate that the Senate 
sustained the committee position, as expressed by Senator Holland, to explore 
the situation at Burke more fully than it has been explored since 1950 and like- 
wise to insist that the interim, or alternative, measures be tried out so that actual 
operation will show what relief can be obtained from them. In the course of 
the hearings on the supplemental budget request for $34,700,000 with which to 
begin construction of the additional Washington airport at Burke, Va., it was 
obvious that, during an approximately 3- to 4-year period of construction, various 
measures of interim relief would be necessary to alleviate congestion at the 
present Washington National Airport. 

It is intended to defer until later in the year any hearings which may be held 
by the special subcommittee looking into this matter. In the meantime, how- 
ever, it is requested and expected that you will give your full cooperation toward 
early consideration for adoption of the proposed alternatives, in whole or in part. 
Admittedly, one or several of these alternatives would have to be used even if 
construction at the Burke site started tomorrow. The Senate Committee on 
Appropriations feels that it is entitled to have information on the results ob- 
tained from the use of one or more of such alternatives before committing the 
Federal Government to the expenditure of the $50 million or more required to 
complete the Burke Airport. 

It is requested that the Senate Committee on Appropriations te promptly ad- 
vised with regard to the action taken by you and your early response will be 
appreciated. The committee is particularly interested with regard to possible 
action by the Civil Aeronautics Board on your request of July 9 for the designa- 
tion of Friendship International Airport as an alternate Washington airport. 

Yours very sincerely, 


(Signed) Cart Haypen, Chairman. 


P. S8.—I enclose herewith copies of letters, similar to the above, which I have 
sent today to the Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board and the Air Trans- 
port Association. 
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QUESTION OF LANDING PREFERENCE 


Senator Srennis. Mr. Chairman, before we leave this matter, there 
is just one further question on it. You say there is no preference 
given now to commercial planes over the individual traffic. There is 
no preference given to commercial planes which are coming in. I had 
understood that there was. Is that a local regulation throughout the 
country? You mentioned a while ago something about local regula- 
tion, or do you control that entirely yourself? 

Mr. Pye. Senator, I think I can best explain it perhaps by using 
the simile of the highw ay. Our controls—our traffic cops—provide 
the same service for anyone coming into a particular airport, based on 
the regulations that are established by that airport operator. 

Senator Stennis. By that airport operator, that means Charlotte, 
N. C., the local board determines what the regulations are? 

Mr. Pyux. As an example of what the Senator has suggested, with 
appropriate local regulations no commercial aircraft, non-air-carrier 
aircraft can use a particular airport. In that event we would then 
divert such aircraft to other landing facilities. 

Senator Stennis. In other words, using the example of Miami, the 
local authorities there invoked this rule, or did you require them 
to do it? 

Mr. Prue. No, sir; this was invoked locally. 

Senator Srennis. What I am getting at is, would this problem be 
solved by requirement of the mdividually owned planes to land 
somewhere else? Wouldit be partly solved? You have not done that. 
There must be some reason why you have aot done it. Miami acted 
and met their situation. This airport has not, as I understand the 
facts. Why has not this National Airport taker that step? 

Mr. Pyte. I think the proper answer to give the committee is the 
fact that we do not feel right at the moment that the pressure is such 
that such drastic action is required. 1 should like to point out that 
this means a very serious handicap to people who have invested large 
amounts of money in equipment which they want to use for transpor- 
tation right into their destination. 

Senator Srennis. Of course, they are just individuals, after all, and 
you have the traveling public that ought to be given a preference 
here when conditions reach the point where you can’t take care of both 
of them. The ordinary traveler certainly ought to be given preference 
to land here rather than to go to Friendship. It seems to me he should 
be given that preference rather than a privately owned plave. Unless 
you have exhausted that remedy, I doa’t feel inclined to vote for an 
appropriation for another airport although I am inclined to think you 
have to have another one. 1 wanted that cleared up now, so that we 
can move on to another point. If you have not reached the point 
where you have to divert the small individually owned aircraft, it is 
not as crowded as I thought it was. 


NEED FOR SECOND FACILITY 


Mr. Pytx. I think the proper answer is one, however, of the 
long-range picture. I understand perfectly your point. It is a very 
valid one. I think the long-range picture; namely, that we have to 
build a facility to meet requirements of both the aircraft operated 
commercially that we speak of—let us call him the private and 
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business flyer—as well as the air carrier and this will require a second 
facility. We cannot wait too long to get started as it will take 2% to 
3 years to build this facility and without it the Washington area 
will be behind the times. Thus we will at that time not be able to 
give to you gentlemen who travel, to the traveling public, the kind 
of service that we feel is warranted by the Capital City of the Nation. 

I don’t think there is any question, but that this very sound idea 
that you bring up, Mr. Chairman, which should be thoroughly 
investigated, but the potential for relief from this source is such 
that it is only of an interim nature. We are talking roughly in per- 
centage of about 18 percent. I would have to figure my mathematics 
out. We are talking about a relatively minor part. 

Mr. Rothschild is a much better mathematician than I am—it is 
12 percent of the traffic. The problem, Mr. Chairman, is the fact 
that this traffic is growing so fast, and we have some figures that we 
can show later, that this 12 percent may be an interim solution, but 
it is not the overall solution for the problem on which we are working. 

Senator Hotutanp. Without any further discussion on this question, 
I may say that what the Senate Appropriations Committee wanted— 
unless I misunderstood the situation, and I don’t think I did—was a 
tryout of these various interim programs which were available so that 
we would know with what we were confronted. I believe other 
members of the subcommittee had so understood it. I for one, and 
speaking only as one, am exceedingly disappointed that apparently no 
point had been given at all to the transfer of 32,000 flights, or about 
12 percent of the total—to use Mr. Rothschild’s computation, and I 
think that is roughly correct—to other nearby facilities that are equally 
good as far as flight control and the like is concerned. 


TRANSFER OF MATS FLIGHTS 


Senator Porter. I wonder, Mr. Chairman, if we can find out how 
much traffic pressure was relieved by the transfer of MATS from the 
National Airport. 

Mr. Pye. Mr. Chairman, could we go into that? 

Senator Porrer. That might be a good basis to determine what 
effect the MATS movement of 9,000 a year had. If there is any 
significant release of pressure by the movement of MATS with the 
9,000, the 32,000 might be significant. 

Senator Smiru. Mr. Pyle, do I understand that there are still 9,000 
operations by MATS from the National Airport now? 

Mr. Pye. I think Mr. Burton has the figures on the actual number 
that are MATS scheduled flights; we might give that now. 

Senator Smiru. The chairman has asked for data for the record, 
but if you have this information in your mind what I would like to 
know is what progress has been made since we met the last time on 
moving MATS out of the National Airport. 

Mr. Burton. I think I can report on that. 

Senator Houtuanp. This is an excellent place to put that in the 
record. 

Mr. Pyuie. May I ask Mr. Burton to report on that? It has been 
his specific project. 

Mr. Burron. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as 
Secretary Weeks advised in his letter, he set up a board between the 
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military and the civil—a working board—with specific instructions 
to get busy and get this thing worked out. The Secretary reports in 
general in his letter on this. Specifically, we found among other 
things that the flight operations by number is not as siphitinent a 
problem at National as the real estate occupied on the ground. The 
room that is occupied and taken up, in other words. The total of 
all sorts of military flying out there—I am not sure about the 9,000 
figure—the percentage that we were advised on by the airport a 
month or two ago was less than 3 percent. I think it was 2.9 percent 
of the total flight operations. This is insignificant to our overall 
problem. 

Inasmuch as the committee spelled out MATS in its recommenda- 
tion, we went to work immediately on that. MATS is the airline 
military function and flies DC—6s, and Constellations with large 
numbers of passengers. They require in addition to just their landing 
room, much terminal space, customs, the entire international space 
requirements are very large and people there to handle it are there in 
large numbers. 

We have worked out already just about 50 percent of the MATS 
scheduled to be moved. When we get into flight numbers, this does 
not amount to a large number of flights. 





PROGRESS OF MATS MOVEMENTS 


Senator Smiru. 1 do not care about the flight numbers. What 
I am trying to get is a comparison of the MATS activities at National 
Airport with what we were talking about at the last hearing. What 
progress is being made? This letter is very general. ‘A substantial 
portion”? does not mean a thing to the committee. The balance of 
the scheduled flights ‘“‘as soon as practicable” means nothing to us. 

Mr. Burron. I will give you a direct answer. It is one hundred 
and some MATS transport airline flights that have been moved to 
Andrews. The balance is about 150, which our work to date indicates 
to be entirely feasible to transfer by around July 1. 

Senator Smita. What part of the 100 has been changed since our 
last hearing? 

Mr. Burton. All of the 100. We have about 150 flights to go to 
get the entire MATS operation moved off National Airport to Andrews, 
and we expect to have that done by July 1. 


LAND UTILIZATION 


Senator Smitu. I notice reference to transfer of land here, such as 
automobile parking, civil revenue, and so forth. Is that land being 
utilized now? 

Mr. Burton. Yes. Plans are under way to utilize that for public 
parking. 

As soon as the military transferred this real estate, which was also 
since the Jast hearing, it was immediately put to use for miscellaneous 
purposes, such as the parking. The car rental concession, which is a 
big business at the airport, is using it to store the big bulk of their 
cars, service them and move them to the airport for people who rent 
them. The ultimate use is for the public parking area as soon as 
planning and funds car be arranged to do that. That will considerably 
increase the very limited public-parking space at National. 
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ADEQUACY OF BURKE AIRPORT 


Senator Smits. Mr. Chairman, I have only one more question, and 
rather than wait until later, I will ask it now, if I may. 

I understood you to say that it would take about 3 years to com- 
plete Burke, as planned. 

Mr. Pyte. Yes. 

Senator Smirx. And that it would be adequate. With the rapid 
increase in air travel how long is that going to be adequate? How 
long will Burke be adequate for taking care of our air traffic here? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. At this point, Senator, we need a crystal ball. 

Senator Smiru. Yes; I realize it is difficult to know about the future, 
but you know the plans for this airport and I’d like your estimate. 
It seems that they are always getting ready for an emergency. There 
must be some idea as to the length of time the proposed airport would 
be adequate. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I think it is safe to assume that the air traffic 
of the United States will continue to grow for many, many years. 
There are two factors. One is the number of passengers to be handled 
and the amount of cargo to be handled, and the other is the number of 
flights to be handled. If planes continue to get larger in size and 
carry more passengers and more cargo, then the number of flight 
operations is not matching the increase in passenger capacity. We 
simply do not know enough at this time to say that an airport will be 
good for X years and be anywhere near certain about that because 
the developments are taking place so rapidly in the carrier field as well 
as in the operating field. It is pretty much of a guess. We do know 
that a new facility will have its stated capacity, whatever that would 
be, for as long as it would be in existence. 

Senator Smiru. Is there an area available for expansion and exten- 
sion as the need grows? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. At Burke, yes. 

Senator Smit. For any kind of extension or expansion? 

Mr. Rotuscuitp. The site which we are recommending now would 
comprise almost 6,000 acres. 

Senator Smrrxu. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Pye. Senator Smith, I would like to add to what Mr. Roth- 
schild has stated, namely, that in addition to larger aircraft which cuts 
down the total number of operations, I am sure that in the next few 
years we will have perfected techniques in the handling of aircraft 
which will increase the number of landings that can be made with 
complete safety. So this increases the capacity of a field. This will 
be maybe 5 years hence when we can get better landing systems to 
cut down the interval we now require between aircraft for safety. 
So we have this additional potential that we can use. We plan 
parallel runways at the Burke site. This increases the field potential 
materially. This is not a feasible thing unfortunately at the Washing- 
ton National site. 

Senator Smrru. I realize that a crystal ball is needed, but I think 
the committee should have some assurance that there is not going to 
be another need in a 10- or 20-year period, and that there is land 
enough for expansion if that seems to be the need. 

Mr. Pyue. I think Mr. Rothschild answered that point. 

Senator Smrrx. Will the additional airport take care of just the 
long haul schedules or will it be a mixture of all kinds? 
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Mr. Pye. I think the proper way to answer that, Senator Smith, is 
this: Basically the airport will be designed to meet the long haul, the 
jet type operation which requires a long runway. 

Senator HoLtianp. It requires heavier construction, too, does it 
not? 

Mr. Pyue. Yes; it does. However, air traffic being what it is, 
there are a great many passengers that may originate in Los Angeles 
destined for Norfolk, so in order to provide the best type of service 
for the passenger and interchange capability—for imstance, Los 
Angeles or Seattle going to Miami, maybe he will wish to transfer in 
Washington, or do some business in Washington—may then transfer 
there. Therefore, a certain number of short haul schedules must be 
transferred to a second site so there is that flexibility for the airline 
passenger. This is a problem that always comes up where a second 
airport comes in. The airlines have found that unless a substantial 
block of all types of aircraft operate from a facility, it does not provide 
the convenience that the passenger must have. I believe this is the 
answer. 


SHUTTLE SERVICE BETWEEN AIRPORTS 


Senator HoLuanp. It is not true that there are major airports a 
short distance apart which use shuttle service back and forth, for 
instance, the Dallas and Fort Worth Airports. They have a regular 
shuttle service back and forth. 

Mr. Pyrite. Yes. 

Senator HoLtanp. So the people coming in from Seattle to Fort 
Worth or to Dallas, as the case may be, can shuttle across in just a few 
minutes to the other of those nearby major airports and make what- 
ever connection is required. 

Mr. Pye. Yes; this is always a possibility. 

Senator HoLtLanp. That is done every day, and many, many 
times each day in the case that I mentioned, is it not? 

Mr. Prue. It is done, Senator. On the other hand, wherever 
possible the passenger does like to be able to just put his bag on the 
airplane at his point of origin and go straight through. If he has to 
change, he stays at the same airport and gets on the other airplane, and 
does not worry about anything. This is the type of thing that the 
passenger feels is more convenient. 

Senator Hotuanp. That would not be possible as between planes 
arriving at National and departing from Burke or arriving at Burke 
and departing from National. It would require some kind of trans- 
portation back and forth. 

Mr. Pyie. That would be necessary; yes. 

Senator HoLuanp. So you are not planning an operation here 
which enables the ultimate convenience of the traveler to be recognized 
in the way you have just suggested. 

Mr. Pyuz. I am sorry, sir. I am afraid I misunderstood your 
question. 

Senator HoLtianp. You are not planning a development here which 
would enable a passenger to do what he would obviously prefer to 
do, that is, get off one plane, walk a few hundred yards of paved 
area, and get on another plane. 
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NEED FOR SHORT-HAUL OPERATIONS 


Mr. Prue. Yes; that was the point I was trying to make. This is 
why, in answer to Senator Smith’s question, we feel that there will 
be short-haul operations out of a second facility to provide the very 
convenience that we were speaking of. 

Secretary RoruscuHiLp. Just as there are at Idlewild or O’Hare in 
Chicago. 

Senator Hotuanp. Are you saying in this place in the record that 
you do not think it is sound to provide for long-range jets to come into 
one airport and have the other airport a few miles away handle the 
propeller-driven plane? Is that what you are trying to say? 

Mr. Prue. No, sir. Perhaps I stated it poorly, Mr. Chairman. 
What I was saying is that this facility will be designed in such a 
manner that it can handle the jet aircraft which we feel is a definite 
requirement for the Capital City. That because of the nature of the 
air-transport business, which requires a lot of interchanges for pas- 
sengers, depending on their origin and destination, that it will be 
also short-haul, small, two-motor type of aircraft, New York, Phila- 
delphia, Baltimore, and so forth. 

Senator Hotuanp. You are talking about propeller-driven planes. 

Mr. Pyze. Yes; that is right. Maybe in the future we will have 
small jets. It will be a mixed operation at the second facility. 

Senator HoLuanp. But not at National. 

Mr. Pytx. No; not at National. National will be primarily short- 
haul business, although if the airlines continue to operate DC-7 type 
equipment, this is perfectly possible from a technical standpoint to be 
operated out of Washington National. This type of operation would 
probably continue there. 

Senator Hotianp. There would be a great deal of local travel 
required under the plan you are arranging here. In other words, 
whenever a passenger would come in by jet to Burke, who wanted to 
reach a point which was reachable only through propeller driven planes 
that originated at National, he would have to transfer to National. 

Mr. Prue. That is right. 

Senator HoLtutanp. And vice versa. 

Mr. Pytz. Yes; that is correct. 

Senator HoLLanp. Senator Stennis. 

Senator Stennis. I did not understand that Secretary Rothschild 
had finished his testimony. I wanted to hear him about the impact 
of the jet passenger planes. 


MOVEMENT OF FACILITIES TO ANDREWS 


Senator HoLuanp. We certainly will return to that. Might I ask 
just one additional question? I recall that someone told us at the 
hearings last summer, and the hearing record will have to speak for 
itself on that, that it was projected to move Bolling to Andrews in 
the near future. Do you have further information on that score? 

Mr. Prue. I think Mr. Burton is closer to that, Mr. Chairman, 
than I am. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Chairman, that brings a point up I think this 
committee should be well aware of. In the planning work that is 
going on, the major move was the military from Washington National 
and Bolling and perhaps Anacostia, over to Andrews. There will 
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have to be facilities constructed at Andrews to take care of part of 
this operation. That is why it is being moved in phases. The Air 
Force, when it brings its budget up, will have some items to discuss 
with you about facilities so that they can handle what we have taken 
from National. 

Senator HoLttanp. Have they already moved part of the operation 
from Bolling to Andrews? 

Mr. Burron. I could not answer that directly. 

Senator HoLLanp. Can you procure that information and furnish 
it for the record? 

Mr. Burton. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


TRANSFER OF BoLuInG Fiewp Fiicur Activities To ANDREWS AIR ForCcE 
BAsE 


Brig. Gen. R. E. Koon, Deputy Director of Operations, Headquarters, United 
States Air Force, testified before the Aviation Subcommittee of the Senate Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce Committee on February 21, 1956, to the effect that, 
sooner or later, the Air Force would have to give up Bolling because it is strictly 
limited as an airport at the present time. His further testimony indicated that 
such a move would be predicated upon construction of necessary facilities at 
Andrews to accommodate such additional flight operations. He further indicated 
that this would most likely be a matter which would be discussed in connection 
with the Air Force fiscal year 1958 budget request. 

Subsequent discussions with the Air Force, both in the Joint Commerce-Defense 
Working Board and by direct conversations, indicate that the Air Force is doing 
firm planning in regard to an orderly movement of flight activities from Bolling 
to Andrews. However, inasmuch as this is a matter of both Air Force planning 
and budget, more specific information has not been obtainable from the Air Force, 


MOVEMENT OF ANACOSTIA FLIGHT ACTIVITIES ELSEWHERE 


The movement of the flight activities at Anacostia Naval Air Station is also 
being planned, but as is the case with the Air Force, the Navy has problems of 
relocation to a site where supporting facilities are available, either now or follow- 
ing authorized construction thereof. One effort on the part of the Navy in this 
connection is its proposal to the Air Force that Anacostia flight activities be 
relocated to Andrews Air Force Base. 


TYPES OF TRAFFIC TRANSFERRED TO ANDREWS 


Senator HoLtLanpb. It seems to me that we were advised at that 
time that so far as the pattern of air operation was concerned, that 
that movement would simplify the situation of the air pattern at 
National very greatly. 

Mr. Pyzte. Mr. Chairman, I would like to check with Mr. Thomas 
but I believe that all instrument operations out of Bolling have been 
canceled. Is that correct? 

Mr. Tuomas. Most of them have. 

Senator Hotianp. In other words, you still have instrument con- 
trol there, but you are not using it as much as you did formerly? 

Mr. Tuomas. No, sir. In general the military are diverting to 
Andrews now under instrument conditions. 

Senator HotLtanp. Can you supply us with figures on that to show 
us the relative diminution of traffic of all kinds, including both the 
control and noncontrol, from Bolling to Andrews? 

Mr. Prue. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows:) 
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INSTRUMENT TRAFFIC FOR BOLLING AND ANacosT1A THAT Has TRANSFERRED 
To ANDREWS 


At the present time, the instrument activity involving military aircraft destined 
to Bolling and Anacostia comprise about 7 percent of the total instrument traffic 
that is handled by Washington approach control in the Washington National, 
Bolling, and Ancostia complex. However, most of the military traffic occurs 
during the normal business day and, therefore, is accommodated within the day- 
light extended peak which exists at Washington. If all military traffic were 
diverted from these airports, the peak at Washington National would be reduced 
to as much as 20 percent under conditions of high activity at both military air- 
ports during the peak hours. 

Both the Air Force and the Navy divert traffic to Andrews whenever, in the 
opinion of the controllers, traffic congestion reaches the point that diversion is 
considered necessary or desirable. No diversions are made unless delays are 
being experienced in the operations at Washington National Airport. In addition, 
the Navy has disbanded its instrument training activities at Anacostia and both 
services hold operations at these airports to a minimum. 

In this connection, the military has taken steps to rigidly curtail instrument 
operations wherein the military aircraft do not possess adequate communications 
facilities, and in the case of local flights at low instrument minimums. In fact, 
the military requirements for VFR local flights are considerably higher than 
than CAA normal regulations require—thus curtailing in another manner the 
origination or reception of considerable numbers of instrument flights. 


ATTITUDE OF CAA 


Senator Hottanp. Am I correct in my recollection that it was the 
feeling of CAA that movement of Bolling, and if possible, Anacostia 
would simplify the air pattern and make available greater service 
facilities at National. 

Mr. Pyuiz. Mr. Chairman, you are entirely correct. Basically the 
Bolling and Anacostia airports in effect really are a parallel runway 
for Washington National which has to be fed out of the same naviga- 
tion facilities. Therefore, at the moment you have instrument 
operations at these places you are cutting down your capacity to 
feed Washington National. I do not want to get too technical, but 
this is basically the situation. 

Senator Hottanp. The movement of Bolling and Anacostia would 
contribute substantially to the simplification of the problem at 
National. 

Mr. Pyte. Yes. 

Senator Stennis. Let us get the facts on Anacostia. 

Senator Hotutanp. You are familiar with that, and I am not. 

Senator Srennis. No more than you, Mr. Chairman. What is 
the situation at Anacostia? 

Mr. Pyue. It is approximately the same. We will include all 
information on both airports in our report to the committee. 

Senator Stennis. As to each of them, this looks to what goal of 
getting all of that transferred. In other words, all your instrument 
flying from these places. Do you have a date on that? 

Mr. Prue. I think, Senator Stennis, that the problem there is the 
question of taking care of the Navy’s requirements. This I think we 
will have to discuss with the Navy, but we will report back to you at 
the time that we make our report on this problem as well. 

Senator Hotitanp. You spoke of the present Bolling operation as 
being in some sense a parallel runway operation to National. How 
many runways are there at National? 
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Mr. Pye. There are 3 runways: The basic long runway which is a 
north-south runway and 2 cross runways which are somewhat shorter. 
In other words, north-south, northeast-southwest, and northwest- 
southeast. They form an X with a line down the middle which is a 
long runway, which is north-south. 

Senator SmitH. How far is Andrews from Bolling? 

Mr. Prue. I believe it is 8 air-miles. 


HOUSING SITUATION 


Senator Smits. So that if the air traffic was diverted to Andrews, 
it would not necessarily mean that the facilities would have to be 
likewise moved? I was thinking of housing. 

Secretary Rotuscuintp. Senator Smith, I believe I testified at the 
hearing that the chairman was referring to, to the effect that the 
military had announced plans indicating that they would continue to 
use Bolling as a dormitory facility and would move their air operations 
as rapidly as possible to Andrews. 

Senator Hotianp. I think the committee would be most interested 
in being able to report to the full committee and to the Senate progress 
that is being made with reference to the moving both Bolling and 
Anacostia flying operations, just as we are interested in being able to 
discover and report the facts concerning the MATS movement 
to Andrews. 


USE OF AIRSPACE 


Senator Porrrer. It would be interesting Mr. Chairman to have 
some statement concerning the use of the airspace. Actually, that is 
the main concern with Bollin and Andrews. That is, the use of the 
same airspace in instrument flying. By the movement of this opera- 
tion to Andrews, you would release some of your pressure on your 
use of airspace, would you not, for commercial flying? 

Mr. Pye. Yes. 

Senator Porrrr. I think it might be interesting for the record to 
have the amount of release of that pressure on the use of airspace by 
that movement, along with MATS. 

Senator Hotuanp. I fully agree. Any information you can give in 
that field will be appreciated. 

Mr. Pyxx. I think we could be prepared to talk to that point right 
now, if that would be your desire. 

Senator Potter. Yes. I think we should have a full record. 

Mr. Pye. Senator Potter, I think we have a chart that can explain 
it more graphically than any report. 

Mr. Tuomas. Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether you can see 
the chart clearly, but it was prepared to show the relationship of 
Burke, Washington, and Andrews, and the question was more 
specifically on the relationship between Bolling, Anacostia, and Wash- 
ington and Andrews. 

Senator Hotuanp. Where is Burke on that chart? 

Mr. Tuomas. Burke is at the location here shaded (indicating). 

Senator Hottanp. And National? 

Mr. THomas. National here is shown by the runways. I doubt 
you can see it. This is Bolling, Anacostia and Andrews is shown here. 
+ At the present time, under good weather conditions, what we term 
VFR, the traffic using Washington National stays to the west of the 
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river and operates in a traffic pattern over here. ‘The military air- 
craft use the east side of the river. There is no conflict in good 
weather operations. Sometimes under cross-wind conditions there is 
a little bit of conflict but there is essentially none. 

Under bad weather conditions aircraft destined to Andrews come 
into a holding stack here, and feed into Andrews approach control. 
Aircraft destined to Bolling, Anacostia, or Washington come into the 
Washington holding patterns which are separate from each other, and 
are fed into either Washington National, Bolling, or Anacostia. 
There is very little of the instrument traffic now going into Bolling or 
Anacostia. The only impact insofar as traffic control is concerned 
would be the small segment of operations now going into those two 
military airports would be added to the Washington totals. The 
activity is at such low level now that it would not be a substantial 
addition to the capacity of Washington National. 

Senator Porrmr. Does the use of Andrews affect the air use around 
National Airport? 

Mr. Tuomas. No, sir. We have divided our traffic pattern so that 
Andrews is separate, Washington National is separate, and the site 
at Burke is separate. They would be independent operations. At 
the present there are independent traffic patterns between Andrews 
and Washington National. 


AGENCY RECOMMENDATIONS 


Senator Porrmr. Is it not correct that the report and recommenda- 
tions of the official agencies were to the effect that Andrews was the 
ideal spot for the location of the second airport to serve the District 
of Columbia? There was no conflict of the patterns. It was even 
preferential to the Burke site. 

Mr. Tuomas. Mr. Chairman, from a strictly air-traffic-control 
view, and no other consideration whatsoever, that is the finding, and 
it is correct. All the operations at Andrews could be separated to 
the east side, operations using Washington National could be sepa- 
rated to the west side, and you could operate it independently with 
a fair amount of airspace to establish maneuvering areas and holding 
patterns. 

Senator Porrer. Coming back to my question, am I correct in my 
recollection that it was the recommendation of the official agencies 
that Andrews rather than Burke would be the preferred site for the 
location of the second airport service area? 

Mr. Tuomas. Yes, sir; that was the recommendation. 

Senator Porrrer. That is all I had, Mr. Chairman. 


COMMERCIAL JET PROBLEM 


Senator Hotianp. I believe, Senator Stennis has indicated an inter- 
est in a subject matter in which we are allinterested. [hoped you would 
question Secretary Rothschild with regard to the jet commercial prob- 
lem which you opened up. 

Senator Stennis. Mr. Chairman, I merely mentioned that and 
wanted Secretary Rothschild’s opinion on it. I am entirely willing 
for him or any of his other witnesses to develop it in their own way. 
I have preconceived ideas on it. It is just a realization that the impact 
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is op us, and I want to get the picture and what you recommend about 
it. 

Secretary Roruscuiip. Senator, the commercial jets will be operat- 
ing in late 1959 or early 1960. They will not operate all over the 
United States simultaneously because planes won’t be delivered in 
sufficient numbers at the initial period of this operation to permit 
that. Surely among the early cities to be served by jet transport will 
be Washington. It is one of the large potential traffic areas and people 
travel great distances coming to and leaving Washington because 
everyone in the Nation and many people in other nations have busi- 
ness with the Federal Goverament. 

Washington National Airport, as it exists, is not adequate to handle 
all kinds of jet traffic. 

Senator Srennis. Could they handle a jet plane at all? 

Secretary Roruscuitp. They can handle some kinds of jets under 
certain loading and other conditions. It would not be an approved 
and recognized jet airport. It seems inconceivable to me that the 
heart of the Nation’s operation could expect to get along without 
providing jet service for the people who need it, and who will need it 
surely in affairs in Washington as much as any other city in the 
country. 

There is, as we see it, no possibility of economically adapting the 
Washington National Airport to jet operation. Therefore, as your 
chairman has pointed out, we rendered a report some time ago in 
which we chose as our first choice Andrews on the basis of geography. 
The report goes on to state that Burke is the best alternate 
for Andrews, and that there is a possibility of interim use of Friendship 
Airport. 

Senator Stennis. The reason you say interim, as I understand it, 
is that in the course of a few years it would have outgrown Friendship? 

Secretary Roruscuiitp. As Mr. Pyle pointed out, the operation in 
total at Friendship in 1956 was almost precisely the same as the 
operation total at Washington National in 1950, the same year that 
Congress authorized the acquisition of land for an airport at Burke, 
Va. 


FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT SATURATION POINT 


Senator Stennis. Do you mean to say by that, that it is your 
judgment that within that time you will have outgrown Friendship? 

Secretary Roruscuttp. We would be glad to show you the rate 
of growth at Friendship today; they are having a substantial growth. 

Senator Stennis. Accepting your figures and your judgment and 
opinion, then, it is your conclusion that within this lapse of 2 or 3 
years you will have outgrown Friendship and still have to have this 
additional airport. 

Secretary Roruscuitp. We think that in 3 years Friendship will 
be meeting its present capacity, and if enlarged according to plans 
which we understand have been talked about, that it would still 
outgrow its enlarged status in another 5 years. 

Senator Stennis. Five years from now? 

Secretary RoruscuHiLp. Five years from the three-year period, by 
1965. 

Senator Smirx. What is the estimated cost of enlarging Friendship? 

Secretary Roruscuiip. I do not know that we have that figure. 

Senator Smirx. You might supply an estimate. 
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Secretary Roruscuitp. We would be glad to try. 

Senator Stennis. On that question, could you handle the jets at 
the enlarged Friendship? 

Secretary Roruscui.p. Yes. 

Senator Stennis. But you would still have this saturation point 
that would be reached? 

Secretary RoruscuHiLp. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


EstimaTE oF Cost oF EXPANDING FRIENDSHIP 


The estimated cost of enlarging Friendship to make it approximately equal, 
in dimensions, to the initial development proposed for the Burke site is as follows: 


bs te eee es 2 oe eit dae de $26, 400 
Cb) + Sms NE te oe a etl 315, 600 
(c) Easemenits for protective songs... -..--.....-.----.---.---- 698, 000 

Pune tose OLS Ob Luts Pie 2 ule el 1, 040, 000 

2. Lengthen northwest-southeast runway, with taxiways-_-_-_-______-_ 1, 665, 000 

3. Pave parallel northwest-southeast runway, with taxiways_ ----___- 3, 180, 000 

4. Pave taxiways for existing east-west runway____.--__-.._---_-_-_- 800, 000 

5. Pave terminal apron and taxiways----_-_------- ea air agnel “ 120, 000 

6. Expand terminal building and parking area__________.___..___- Zs 000, 000 

ot nE @UNUENN Lo Se ok a eaten ooo ween ewe 659, 000 

a Tn cn mbes hee meee es an 50, 000 

Ne sas See Ste ae woe ne homage 9, 514, 000 


Norte.—A detailed estimate is furnished separately. 


ESTIMATE FOR EXPANSION OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT, BALTIMORE, MD., TO INTER- 
CONTINENTAL-EXPRESS CATEGORY 


This estimate is an approximation of the cost of bringing the existing Friendship 
Airport at Baltimore to the standards of an intercontinental-express airport 
with parallel primary runways and one cross-wind runway on the same design 
concept as the proposed Burke airport. The expansion is estimated on the basis 
of present plans to develop the northwest-southeast runway, and its parallel, 
as the instrument runways, rather than the existing east-west runway and its 
parallel. No additional construction is estimated on the existing northeast- 
southwest runway. 

In regard to land costs, the initial acquisition, several years ago, involved 
2,972.5 acres of airport property (85 parcels, averaging 35 acres per parcel) which 
was acquired at a cost of $1,429,403.33. This averages $480 per acre. This does 
not include the land occupied by Westinghouse. Areas around the airport have 
subsequently seen considerable development, hence it is obvious that additional 
land will cost more than the original acquisition. In recent discussions with 
Baltimore officials regarding clear zones, the estimate of $800 per acre was used 
for unimproved land in the west approach. For estimating purposes, because 
much of the land is developed, an average figure of $1,200 per acre has been used, 
although the actual figure is believed to be much more. The $1,200 figure is used 
for property for airport purposes and clear zones (extending one-half mile beyond 
the ends of runways). In protective zones (extending 1 mile beyond clear zones 
or 1.5 from the ends of runways), the easements are estimated at $400 per acre, 
the same as estimated for Burke, although the area around Friendship is more 
built up than around Burke. 

A summary of costs is shown below: 


Ry Mh 1s 34h - obib tele <HOasL ~4s dah eben og bl~ $1, 040, 000 
2. Lengthen northwest southeast runw ay, with taxiways._......... 1, 665, 000 
3. Pave parallel northwest southeast runway, with taxiways______- 3, 180, 000 
4. Pave taxiways for existing east west runway__-_-_---- were ees 800, 000 
5. Pave terminal ape0n Bimisatewmegee 65 foo) LiL ocs lad 1, 120, 000 
6. Expand terminal building and parking area_____._.._.________- 1, 000, 000 
sane TUITE UN nn tn eg bmw ah = came meet 659, 000 
Serre EI nh rs Fo Ok ck a ce bpR ed ba ae ie 50, 000 
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Detail estimate 








1. Land: 
Land for Land for Easements 
| airport clear zones | for protec- 
(acres) (acres) tive zones 
(acres) 
Northwest end, northwest-southeast-__............--. adden ere 0 0 164 
Southeast end, northwest-southeast.__...__........- ee | 12 | 80 320 
Northwest end, northwest-southeast parallel_..........____._- | 0 35 308 
Southeast end, northwest-southeast parallel_.._...__.....____- } 10 75 320 
WOU OE, CRUSOE. 5 ccce sop nbid death wider isernnes 0 | 20 313 
pS OIE Re IL IN i tle 8 ed 0 53 320 
Pete 255. Ss ek nedicteiale ein tee ae 22 | 263 1, 745 
Airport land, 22: apres,’ a6 $1,200.24 co seubl sl Ls $26, 400 
Clear zone land, 263 acres, at $1,200___............-.--.-.----.L- 315, 600 
Easements-protective zones, 1,745 acres, at $400_...._._.._.._.-_---- 698, 000 
Téekel. 2). eh ec et a a CS: 1, 040, 000 
2. Lengthen existing northwest-southeast runway from 6,440 feet to 
9,700 feet, with taxiways: Square feet 
(a) Runw ay, 5,300 Gy 300 Geeks 2H. cn dk sti nen 489, 000 
(b) Taxiway to northwest end, 2,000 ay 9 SR Sarees ve 150, 000 
(c) Taxiway for center portion, i, 800 by 75 feet__._-..-.-- 135, 000 
(d) Taxiway to southeast end, 2, 500 by 25 TN ai oc sists Cubic 187, 500 
(e) Warmup pads, each 500 by 250 by” IOC. 6 cnnunonads 312, 500 
(f) High-speed taxiways, 3,000 by 75 feet_.........-.----- 225, 000 
MOM dae ee oe ee ie 1, 499, 000 


inches tw isthe panies emai be heed eent ene $1, 665, 000 


NotTe.—The cost of $10 per square yard for pavement is estimated on the basis that it includes all site 
preparation, grading, drainage, turfing, paving, lighting and marking of runways, aprons, and taxiways. 


3. Pave parallel northwest-southeast runway, 9,700 by 150 feet, with 
taxiways: Square feet 





(a) Runway, 9 G, 700 ‘tay 100 feet 2 FAY gg IN AL 1, 455, 000 
(b) Taxiway, 10,300 by 75 feet__....--.----------------- 822, 500 
(eo)  Werettes DONS. 25 in wie ce eld 4 ed ob reser le cada 312, 500 
(d) High-speed taxiways, 3,600 by 75 feet_____.._.-._------ 270, 000 
"LOte 0. 2a a ae JA a ae 2, 860, 000 
318,000 square yards, at $10__.___..---.----.--- _..-. $3, 180, 000 
4. Extend east-west runway to 9,600 feet to separate threshold from 
parallel northwest-southeast runway; pave taxiways: Square feet 
(a) Extend runway 500 by 150 ee EE ee 75, 000 
(b) Taxiway to east end, 1,800 by 75 feet___.....-._____-- 135, 000 
(c) Taxiway to west end, 2,500 by I a a se eet a a 187, 500 
(d)' Warmit pads. 5.0 ib. ee fA 312, 500 
Ra ce ~ iy stse tons ha bak is ee enna at Li ae 710, 060 
80,000 square yards, Sh ten te ee $800, 000 
5. Pave apron and taxiway in terminal area: Square feet 
Apron, ce nter portion, 1 G00: be 20D Seth. 6.5. oie teeth 250, 000 
Apron, 2 side portions, each 350 Be BO Pe ie a rales a eee 490, 000 
Outer-ring taxiway, 3,600 by 75 feet__..........-.-------- 270, 000 
BOREL. 2.0. akvacst [5:4 di stented kets sen ob. bee 1, 010, 000 
112,000 square yards, 86); 98D... 4.2.4 aenan-seek~re-nhsenene $1, 120, 000 
6. Terminal building extension, including fingers, auto parking, etc. 
(estimdtedy sls so Ae OR eee uP ee Sh 31, 000, 000 
7. Fueling system, terminal area (same estimate as for Burke site) __ $659, 000 


8. Relocate road, south side of airport (estimated)______._.._____- $50, 000 
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LIMITATIONS OF NATIONAL AIRPORT 


Senator Srennis. I would like to develop this just a little further. 
You say it is possible to use passenger jet planes at Washington 
National Airport. You say it is possible. You say it would be very 
limited. Will you develop that a little further? Do you mean it 
would take the most favorable weather conditions, or what were those 
possibilities? 

Secretary Roruscuiip. I am not a technician in this field. I would 
like to have someone else develop that. There is more than one kind 
of jet aircraft and some can come in and some cannot. 

Senator Stennis. I think the record ought to develop that at this 
point, because the contention may be made that it could be used. 

Secretary Roruscuitp. Mr. Howell will speak to that. 

Senator Hotitanp. Senator Smith raised a similar question at the 
earlier hearing, but the information which she requested, and was 
furnished, was furnished too late for that hearing. I will recognize 
Senator Smith now, if you wish to go into that subject. 


REPORT ON CAA POSITION 


Senator Smit. I would ask that this report be included in the hear- 
ing at this time. 

Senator Hotianp. Is this report which you made at that time to 
the committee at Senator Smith’s request one that represents the 
present position of CAA, or will you have to supplement that report 
to bring it up to date? 

Mr. Pyxe. Could I ask Mr. Howell to answer that? 

Mr. Howe... Mr. Chairman, I am Herbert H. Howell, Director 
of the Office of Airports for the Civil Aeronautics Administration. 

The information last year was of a preliminary nature just as all of 
the information that we had was of a preliminary nature, although 
we are somewhat advanced in the status of that information. We 
are dealing with aircraft that have not been built in their final shape. 
We are dealing with paper engineering figures on the performance 
characteristics of the aircraft. 

I would like specifically to submit information that was furnished 
to us by the Boeing Aircraft Co., giving the ranges of the various 
types of proposed Boeing 707’s from the major airports of this country 
as they now stand. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Howell, don’t you think this would be the 
more satisfying way to approach that? That is, to place in the record 
at this stage your report made last summer and invite you to supple- 
ment it with any additional information that has come in since that 
time? 

Senator Smirx. I think that would be more desirable. I would 
also like a date on this report, if we may have it for the record. 

Senator HoLuanp. At this time, unless there is objection, I ask that 
the report referred to by Senator Smith, and made as I understand 
to this committee at her request by CAA, be incorporated in the 
record, with the understanding that anything supplemental that you 
have obtained since that time will also be made available to the com- 
mittee now. 

Senator SmirxH. That would be of what date, Mr. Pyle? 

Mr. Howetu. We can supply the exact date of this communication. 
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Senator Hotuanp. I think it is necessary because the supplemental 
matters would come from that date to now. 

Senator Smirx. Thank you very much. 

(The report referred to follows:) 


Apequacy or Large Hus Arrports To AccommopaTEe Jer AircraFT Basep 
oN Data AVAILABLE aS OF JuLY 20, 1956 


Question has been raised concerning whether or not the present airports through- 
out the United States are sufficiently adequate for the operational requirements of 
the DC-8 and Boeing 707 types of jet aircraft.. It is not feasible at this time to 
analyze all of the airports for possible jet performance, Therefore, this study has 
been confined to those locations where it is believed that a sufficient volume of 
traffic activity will exist to warrant the use of jet aircraft in the initial period of 
commercial operations of such aircraft. In this category there are 22 such loca- 
tions which will generate 1 percent or more of total enplaned airline passengers 
in the country. In round figures this means that the 22 communities studied 
a handle 65 percent of the total enplaned airline passengers in the United 

tates. 

The actual performance characteristics have not been fully established for any 
jet aireraft suitable for civil commercial operations. The manufacturers of 
United States jet aircraft, i. e., Boeing Airplane Co. and Douglas ‘Aircraft Co., 
have presented to the Civil Aeronauties Administration preliminary data on 
anticipated performance of the Boeing 707 and.the DC-8. These preliminary 
data were utilized in the study of’ the 22 communities. Actual performance 
characteristics, when they become available, could result in either more or less 
favorable conditions than are indicated in the study of these 22 locations. 

In addition, the aircraft manufacturers have indicated that the domestic ver- 
sion of the aircraft will be equipped with the J—57 engine which is now available 
with its power capabilities well established. Planning by the manufacturers 
indicates that the international version of the aircraft will be equipped with the 
J+75 engine, a. more powerful engine which is not yet available for civil use. 

While there are many factors involved in determining adequacy of an airport 
to handle jet aircraft, the most basic factor is the length of runway available to 
provide for operation of the aircraft at full ‘allowable payload, nonstop to the 
most distance location when such nonstop flights will probably occur at reasonable 
frequent intervals. ; 

Tabulated below are the 22 communities eonsidered on the basis of the above 
conditions indicating whether or not the existing runways are of adequate length 
for domestic and/or international jet aircraft flight. 
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As stated above, adequacy was predicated only on available runway lengths. 
Many of the airports listed above will very likely prove to be inadequate when 
available facilities for the handling of passengers and baggage and the servicing of 
aircraft on the ground are taken into consideration. The determination of such 
adequacy or the degree of inadequacy cannot definitely be made until such time as 
the airlines resolve many questions as to method of handling passengers and 
baggage and the ground servicing of aircraft. Industry and the Government are 
working closely for an early solution to these problems. 


SUPPLEMENT TO REPORT 


Senator Hotitanp. To go back to the Boeing information, is this 
information which you wish to supplement in your report? 

Mr. Howe... This is in the nature of supplemental information; 
yes, 

Senator HoLtuanp. It is so compendious that I want to ask a 
question or two about it. You mean that as a whole this compilation 
is required to supplement your earlier report? 

Mr. Howe... It is an indication, sir, of what the Boeing type of 
jet aircraft will do in the form of stage distances of flight from airports 
using the present length runways, qualified on the basis of no headwind 
en route and assuming zero gradient on the runway; so that the 
figures, in toto, would be somewhat optimistic on more critical, or 
higher temperature days. For runways that have other than flat, 
level gradient, and on days when severe headwinds would be encoun- 
tered en route, the stage distances would be less. 

Senator Hotitanp. What I would suggest, if it is agreeable to 
Senator Smith, is that in addition to the compilation which we will 
place in the record now, you will also supply the comments of your 
department interpreting the meaning of this list so that also will be 
in the record. 


Without objection that course will be followed: 
(The information referred to follows:) 


INTERPRETATION AND COMMENT ON USE oF AIRPORTS BY JETS 


The report which was furnished to the committee last year, dated July 20, 1956, 
shows the general adequacy or inadequacy of existing airports serving large hubs 
of air transportation, based on the then-available information on the requirements 
of large jet transport aircraft. 

The following chart indicates more up-to-date information on the abilities of 
specific jet aircraft to use existing airports at large hubs. Column 1 lists the 
longest runway at each airport, and column 6 indicates the effective length of 
each runway, using CAA Technical Standard Order TSO—Né6a to apply correc- 
tions for the factors of elevation, temperature and gradient which are shown in 
columns 2 to 5. 

Columns 7 to 10 show the maximum statute mile ranges for Boeing 707-120 
and 707-320 aircraft, using existing runways. These data were supplied by the 
Boeing Aircraft Co. for average conditions. They are subject to further reduc- 
tion in range due to greater weight at takeoff and landing, runway gradient and 
high temperature. They are also subject to increase of range with reduction 
from the maximum allowable payload. It should be remembered that the data 
are based on engineering studies and not actual airplane performance, hence, they 
cannot be considered fixed or finite at this time. 

Columns 11 and 12 show the distance to the large hub airport in the United 
States that is most distant from each of the listed airports. An indication of 
airport adequacy can thus be gained by comparing the distance from the airport 
to the farthest large hub, with the maximum ranges in columns 7, 8, 9, and 10. 
This indication of adequacy must, however, also be considered with the landing 
distance requirement of approximately 6,250 feet for the Boeing 707-120, and 
6,400 feet for the Boeing 707-320 at maximum gross landing weight, also subject 
to correction for altitude and runway gradient. 
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From the foregoing, it can be seen that several existing airports do not appear 
to be entirely adequate for jet operation. Columns 13 and 14 show the current 
National Airport plan service-type designation (continental, intercontinental or 
intercontinental express), together with the maximum runway length under that 
service-type category as determined from TSO-N6a. Those airports which are 
deficient will generally be adequate when expanded: to the National Airport plan 
category. 

Based on present runway lengths and average operating conditions, the informa- 
tion listed in the July 20, 1956, report is generally correct. Some changes, how- 
ever, are in order. A revised listing appears below: 





| Domestic | International 





| Adequate |Inadequate 


Adequate |Inadequate 


x x 





Buffalo 
Chicago (O’ Hare) 
Cincinnati 
Cleveland 
Dall 
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Miami 
ea hod ol Bait (Mab adet bac yy 
I teres i oe Oe ee os oo des cane aaeeean beoiaa aes x | x 


New_York. (Idlewild) 
Philadelphia 
anne at ah ankscnduedoe 
Oe a ee 
San Francisco (International) - 
Seattle-Tacoma. __- 
Washington, D. C 








This estimate of adequacy is based only upon runway length and does not 
reflect expansion of other facilities which might be required to accommodate 
increased traffic generated by jet aircraft. 
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NATURE OF INFORMATION 


Senator Hotianp. Senator Stennis? 

Senator Srennis. I think that gives the data. I wanted the 
Secretary’s opinion on it. He gave that. He can fill out with 
anything additional that he may have from the experts. I do not 
know that I know how to interpret this data here. 

Senator HoLuanp. The chairman felt he was in that situation, 
and that is the reason he suggested an expression from the witness 
interpreting this in terms that the committee which has limited experi- 
ence will be able to add to your earlier statement, 

Mr. Pye. Mr. Chairman, if I might, I would like to make one 
comment so that we all may appreciate the nature of the information. 
In the first place, the jet aircraft is very sensitive to high temperatures 
and humidity, much more so than the piston-driven aircraft. Secondly, 
we are dealing with an aircraft, as Mr. Howell quite correctly states, 
basically still on the drawing boards. We must be realistic and 
realize that we have to have operational experience. We have to 
have our test pilots go out and fly these aircraft, and find out how they 
operate, to find out whether the good judgment of the engineers is 
correct or not. I do want to insert that qualification on any figures 
that we put in. We will so comment in our written report to the 
committee. I feel itis only fair to you to point this out. 

Senator Hotitanp. Thank you, Mr. Pyle. 


JET AIRCRAFT STACKING 


Senator Porrer. I have heard that the jet aircraft are difficult 
to stack as you do with the propeller craft. Once you bring them 
down, you better bring them all the way down. Is that true? 

Mr. Pyte. In essence, Senator Potter, the difficulty of stacking is 
not so much a difficulty that we are concerned with it.. I do not 
qualify as an expert, but others who are experts have gone into this 
problem. Without getting too much into detail mechanically, the 
basic approach would be that the stacking would be at high altitude 
where the fuel consumption is minimized. Once we ask the pilot to 
come in and start his approach, he is committed. We have to land 
him. That is a very simple description. 

Senator Porrer. By the same token you are going to be eating 
up a tremendous amount of air space. 

Mr. Pye. At high altitudes. 

Secretary Roruscuitp. Depending again on the size and speed of 
the aircraft. We had a flight a few weeks ago in a four-place jet 
aircraft. 

Senator Porrer. That would use a shorter runway, I assume. 

Secretary Roruscuitp. It will need less runway and less of every- 
thing else, and less turning space. 

Senator Porrer. I understand American Airlines have plans for a 
jet in 1959. I don’t know whether any other company is planning 
earlier. But jet aircraft for conntnerstal oa is knocking at the door. 

Mr. Pyue. This is one of the problems that we face, to be sure that 
the airport facilities are available for the jet aircraft as the planes 
appear on the scene. 

Senator Stennis. Has anyone given an estimate yet on the percent- 
age of this jet air travel that you could handle at the Washington 
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National Airport? You said it is possible to use some of these planes. 
No one has given an estimate of 10 percent or 20 percent or 40 percent. 


INADEQUACY OF NATIONAL AIRPORT 


Mr. Pyte. Senator, without getting into a too technical discussion, 
which I don’t think would be helpful I think the answer is that for 
other than demonstration flights, there would be none that could be 
operated out of Washington National. The basic requirement that 
the airlines are interested in meeting is the long haul transportation. 
This means a heavy fuel load, and this rules out ashington National. 
This is the simplest way to answer. 

Senator Stennis. That is what I want to get at. For practical 
purposes, your judgment is that the long-haul jet passenger plane 
would not be able to use the National Airport, is that correct? 

Mr. Pyue. That is correct. Therefore, it would be a requirement 
that those aircraft operate out of another facility that has the necessary 
length and strength of runways to handle them. 

Senator Srennis. That is certainly a major point. 

Senator Hotianp. I agree entirely. I think the secondary point is 
would Friendship be able to take any projected commercial jet flights? 

Mr. Prix. This would be completely possible, Mr. Chairman. 


IMPACT OF JET OPERATION ON COMMUNITY 


Senator Hotuanp. The thing that has disturbed me most has 
happened since last summer when we discussed this matter, and 
that is the complaints that we have had from the operation of some 
military jet planes. I realize there is some difference between military 
jets and the proposed commercial jets. 

Without going into that in detail now, and I think I shall later, there 
have been two very distressing such cases that have arisen in my own 
State, which I have followed through to the extent of familiarizing 
myself reasonably with the facts in each of those cases. It is very 
apparent that at least with reference to the operation of the B—47’s 
that the disturbance on the civilian community as contrasted with any 
earlier plane operations is vastly greater. The noise, the vibration, 
the harrowing nature of the operation so far as personnel is concerned 
is so much worse than the B—29’s which had previously been operated 
out of the same bases—let us say MacDill Field, as to immensely 
intensify the burden and impact of the airplane operation upon the 
civilian people living in a very large area close to the airport. I have 
already talked to Mr. Pyle about this. He tells me that it is planned 
that the commercial jets will eliminate at least some of the noise, and 
some of the vibration. I would like to have asked whether or not at 
the time of the authorization in 1950, and the projection of the size of 
the Burke Airport area to be affected and so forth, those facts were 
known and taken into account in connection with setting up of the 
size of the area that would be impacted. 

Secretary Roruscuitp. Would it be interesting to the committee 
to see the size of the airport in relation to the runways, and the noise 
barrier? 

Senator HoLianp. I wanted to ask that question. If it can be 
answered in either way, I would go further with it. Was that fact, 
the greatly increased impact of the jet operation upon the civilian 
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community, known or taken into consideration at the time of author- 
ization or partial authorization in 1950? 


NOISE FACTOR 


Mr. Pyte. Mr. Chairman, I think the proper way from my stand- 
point to answer that is that I cannot answer it with complete finality 
on that particular point. I will say this. In our present plannin 
this is foremost in our minds. We want this airport properly planne 
from this very standpoint. The noise factor is a serious one. We 
recognize it and we want to provide the necessary protection to the 
population from this noise factor. There are a great many angles 
involved in this which I can discuss very briefly for you. 

We have our experts here who can give you detailed technical anal- 
yses of the various factors involved. Basically, however, Mr. Chair- 
man, the operation of a civil jet and a military jet involve certain 
basic differences. First, the civil jet aircraft will be a more efficient 
aircraft. In other words, it will not have to labor out of the airport 
at low altitude and climb out slowly. It will climb out at a much 
higher gradient. That helps remove the nuisance. 

Senator Hotutanp. How about the landing angle? 

Mr. Pyue. It will likewise be steeper. They will not have that 
requirement, which is critical in the B-47 operation, of keeping on 
power and maintaining the airspeed within 2 to 3 knots to be sure 
they can get it on the runway. The commercial jet aircraft, which 
is our responsibility, will be a much more flexible, much more maneu- 
verable type of aircraft. I personally have flown the 707, and I was 
immeasurably impressed with the manner in which it performed. It 
is truly outstanding in this respect. The other jets will be of that 
type. 

, I think the second point is that the military operation by its very 
nature requires such things as afterburners which make the very 
troublesome noise you speak of. In contrast, the civil jet will have 
noise dampeners or reducers, which will to a very great extent eliminate 
the noise from the tailpipe which is one of the very bad features that 
creates the vibration you speak of. 

These are still in the experimental stage, but both the airlines, 
manufacturers and ourselves realize that they will have to be effected 
before these aircraft can be used in civil service. 

Senator HoLttanp. What about the experience of the British com- 
mercial jets? I have never seen one of them. I have not experienced 
the operation at all, but I have understood that their operation has 
proven to be very distressing to the civilian communities which were 
affected. 

Mr. Prue. I am afraid I cannot speak with any authority on that. 


USE OF NOISE SUPPRESSORS 


Mr. Spano. I handle the jet-age planning program in CAA. The 
Comet I operations did not have noise suppressors. The absence of 
those noise suppressors did produce relatively high noise levels that did 
bring on community complaints. I must point out that all United 
States civil jet transports have been ordered with noise suppressors. 
It is our estimate and there is fair agreement among all the engineer- 
ing groups in the field, that the noise suppressors in the forthcoming 
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jet air transports will be capable of suppressing the noise down to that 
of present large piston aircraft. 

Senator HoLianp. That is the hope and expectation of the CAA? 

Mr. Spano. Yes, that is our estimate of the situation. I might 
point out that there is tremendous effort going on in the United States 
now concerning the noise problem of jet transports. There is funda- 

mental research going on by NACA. The aircraft manufacturers 
and jet aircraft manufacturers, and their subcontractors, have inten- 
sive programs in both research and test and development. Boeing 
has flight tested a suppressor that has proved very satisfactory, and 
their program is moving along very nicely. 

I might also point out that the field of noise suppression is a rela- 
tively new field in which, with given amounts of time, effort, and 
money, are capable of producing definite results on the question 
of noise suppression. 

Senator Hottanp. What about the question of vibration? The 
complaints we have had have been as great with reference to vibration 
and the effect on individuals and houses as they have been with 
reference to the noise. 

Mr. Spano. Yes. Noise is a source of energy. You can feel it 
as well as hear it. Noise can vibrate windows and be very trouble- 
some. If you lower the noise you lower the vibration that will result 
in windows in your house and garage vibratin 

Senator Hotuanp. Knocking off ‘plaster ont the like. 

Mr. Spano. We do not expect any problems like that at all with 
our suppressed transport engines. 

Senator Hottanp. You spoke of Comet I. What about the later 
models of the Comet? Have they shown improvement in this 
particular? 

Mr. Spano. There was only one later model which is flying now, 
the Comet III. It does not have noise suppressors on it,. It is a 
noisy airplane. I must point out that for the a civil jet transports 
to have the very high speeds that they do and the long range that 
they do, they must have much greater engine power than present 
piston air craft. It is inescapable that when the power increases, the 
noise increases also. It is the function of the noise suppressor to 
bring this noise level back down to at least present piston engine 
aircraft. It is also recognized by the manufacturers that they will 
not stop at that point, but continue their research in an attempt to 
bring the noise levels down to even less than large piston engine 
aircraft. 


PROBLEM AT MAC DILL FIELD 


Senator Hottanp. May I ask, Mr. Pyle, if you or Mr. Rothschild 
are in touch with the Air Force in their attempts to meet this problem 
which they have advised me is so general and widespread that they 
have been unwilling to attempt to meet it in specialized cases? That 
is, as applied to local problems such as the one at MacDill Field? 
Are you in touch with the Air Force in this effort? 

Secretary Roruscuitp. Mr. Chairman, I am a member of the 
NACA and the Air Force is also represented on its membership. As 
Mr. Spano pointed out, they are doing a good deal of the fundamental 
research in this field. I have seen several models of noise suppressors 
that are being tested and developed at that facility. 
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Senator HottAnp. Do they diminish the power or thrust? 
Secretary Roruscnitp. There is some diminution but it is minor 
compared to the elimination of the noise and the vibration. 


DEAFNESS INDUCED BY JET OPERATIONS 


Senator Houtuanp. I also asked Mr Pyle the other day if he had seen 
this article recently appearing in the Associated Press dispatches 
enerally. I believe this clipping is from one of the local papers. 
his is the Washington Post of recent date covering the question of 
deafness incurred by personnel in the Air Force on account ofthe 
tremendous noise and vibration impact, and also covering the largely 
increased expense to the Government through the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration payments resulting from that source. You have seen this 
article, have you not? 

Mr. Pyuz. Yes, sir.. Before I came with the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration, I was in the Navy and working on this very problem. 
It is a very serious one. However, it is precipitated primarily by the 
use of afterburner technique which greatly accentuates the problem 
we are speaking of. The civil jet aircraft and its engine will not have 
the afterburner. They have not devised the way to suppress the noise 
of the afterburner. 

Senator HoLtanp. You noticed, did you not, that this article made 
it clear that the problem also applied to civilians in close-by areas? 

Mr. Pyte. Yes. 

Senator HoLuanp. So there is a ground for very deep and real con- 
cern on this point that attaches itself to the location of any proposed 
base in a settled community where jets are to be used. 

Mr. Pytz. Mr. Chairman, if it be your pleasure, I would like to 
show you two charts which describe the Burke property and the way 
we propose to attack this very problem we are speaking of, if you 
would like to see them at this time. 

Senator HoLuanp. I am sure that the committee would like to see 
them. I think this would be a good time to put in the record the AP 
dispatch with which you are familiar and which I mentioned. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


SERVICEMEN Maps Dear By Jet Noise 
(By W. Joynes Macfarlan, Associated Press) 


Deafness attributed to jet plane noise is causing the Government great concern. 

Veterans’ Administration officials, reporting this yesterday, said the number of 
affected servicemen and veterans is increasing. They said the noise also may be 
affecting numbers of civilians, just as constant and excessive exposure to noise in 
heavy industry is affecting many workers. 

Persons in the Air Force primarily affected by the jet plane noises are not the 
pilots but the members of ground crews—the planes in flight travel so fast they 
leave the sound behind. 

Already the VA is paying out $59,355,672 a year to 94,233 veterans in disability 
benefits for hearing loss and diseases of hearing. Although no breakdown was 
available on how many of those cases were caused by jet noise, the VA said the Air 
Force estimates there are now many thousands of such cases. 

The increasing number of totally deaf veterans primarily because of exposure 
to jet noises caused the VA last June to revise its disability payment schedule for 
deafness. The revised schedule grants persons suffering from noise deafness 
higher rates of compensation. 

A VA spokesman explained that there is no known medical treatment or device 
which restores any degree of hearing to a person suffering from total noise deafness. 

The Air Force thinks its research has about reached the point where the problem 
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of quieting the blast noise of jets may be whipped. But the VA spokesman said 
the thunderelap which occurs as a plane breaks the sound barrier is another 
problem. 

The noise deafness problem will become more acute as jet use expands, he con- 
tinued. 


NOISE SUPPRESSION IN MILITARY AIRCRAFT 


Senator Stennis. Before they come in with charts, do I understand 
now that the military is not putting into practice any of these meas- 
ures you speak of to reduce the noise and the vibration? Your re- 
marks were confined solely to this civilian aircraft, about reducing 
the noise, and also Mr. Spano’s remarks. You were not including 
military aircraft. 

Mr. Pyux. I would be presumptuous to speak for them. 

Senator Stennis. I know you cannot speak for them, but you know 
the general information. 

Mr. Prue. I think, in general, the problem is that the suppression 
technique which we are trying to develop with industry, airlines, and 
everybody cooperating, cannot be at this state of the art applied to 
the afterburner which is basically a requirement for the military 
aircraft. 

Senator Stennis. It detracts from their thrust? 

Mr. Pye. That is correct. 

Senator Ho.tuanp. I do not want it to appear that the Air Force 
and other branches of the services that are using jets are blind to the 
existence of this problem, but I am in possession of a letter from the 
Air Force which I shall place in the record later, if I may, stating that 
the problem is so general and affects so many areas in the operations 
of the Air Force in so many fields that they feel it is a question for 
Congress, and not a question for them to attempt to work out by 
purchase of increased property or enlargement of the areas of ap- 
proach and departure and the like in any individual case where diffi- 
culty has been encountered. I can easily see that if the problem is 
general that that position is tenable for the services to take. 

Senator Srennis. They are talking there about the award of 
damages, I believe, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator HoLitanp. They are talking not only about that, but they 
are talking about the matter of seeking to avoid the rendering un- 
inhabitable of places that are still privately owned and occupied, by 
enlarging their taking and enlarging the areas of approach and de- 

arture. 
; Senator Stennis. That is the point I was making. What are they 
doing to try to reduce this vibration and noise, and still not materially 
impair the military efficiency of their planes? I know you don’t 
speak for them, but can you shed light on the general problem? 

Mr. Pyte. I will say this. I am confident that they are working 
on this problem as best they can. This is a very complex situation. 
When you get into the pounds of thrust that we are dealing with, 
which is materially in excess of those we were talking of, it magnifies 
the problem geometrically. 


BURKE SITE ZONING REQUIREMENTS 


Senator Smirx. Will you be able to get proper zoning laws around 
the proposed Burke site? 
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Mr. Prix. Yes. We propose to show a chart which has the de- 
scription of the property and the requirement for zoning. I will 
ask Mr. Howell to speak to that point. 

Senator Hotxianp. I think that would be very helpful. 

Mr. Howe t. In the first instance, the basic layout of the airport 
consists of parallel runways 10,000 feet in length, with a cross wind 
east-west runway of initial design of 7,000 feet in length, although 
it would be expandable to 10,000 feet, as provided for the 2 principal 
north-south runways. The basic site consists of about forty-three 
to forty-five hundred acres. It is happily situated in a low population 
area that is naturally timbered. I should say, as a rough estimate, 
not to exceed 15 percent of the site is cleared for cultivation. 

Senator HoLuanp. What is the basic site on your chart there? 

Mr. Howe... The site outlined in black. 

Senator Houtuanp. Is that the site that was covered by the author- 
ization legislation in 1950? 

Mr. Howe t. Essentially the same; yes, sir. The authorization 
did not stipulate a site, sir. The site was selected subsequent to the 
passage of the authorization legislation. 

Senator HoLtuanp. Of course, the amount of the authorization was 
predicated upon some sort of showing as to what was required in the 
nature of property acquisition and what was the estimated cost 
of that? How does this proposed site which you have shown us now 
on this chart compare with the estimate that you submitted to the 
legislative committees at the time of that authorization in 1950? 

Mr. Hows tu. I would have to supply that information, Senator. 

Senator Hotuanp. Will you please supply that? 

Mr. Howe tt. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


CoMPARISON oF Costs oF PRoposED Site Wits Estimates PREVIOUSLY 
SUBMITTED 


At the time the matter of the supplemental airport was under consideration 
by the legislative committees of the Senate and the House of Representatives, 
no site selection had been made and no specific site was discussed. In reply toa 
question as to size of the proposed airport, the figure of approximately 2,500 acres 
was used. The size of the airport, however, was not at issue and there was very 
little discussion on this point. The final selection of the Burke site was made 
after the passage of legislation authorizing the airport and was based on a layout 
plan that provides adequate facilities with ample capacity. Actually, the landing 
and building areas will occupy somewhat less than 2,500 acres, the balance of 
the site being buffer areas and runway clear zones that will not only make for a 
safer and more usable airport but also minimize the impact upon the surrounding 
community. 

Likewise, the area of the site was not at issue in hearings before the Senate 
Appropriations Committee in 1950. The figure of between 2,500 and 3,000 
acres was given, qualified by dependence on the site selected and the cost of the 
land, That discussion was in regard to an item in the supplemental appropria- 
tion request for fiscal year 1951. The amount of $2,150,000 for site surveys and 
land acquisition was requested, with $1,904,000 for land acquisition. Of this 
request, $1 million was appropriated. 

To date, $907,151 has been expended for land acquisition. Approximately 
1,054 acres have been acquired at an average cost of $860 per acre. This includes 
63 parcels, 58 of which were improved. 

The balance of the site, approximately 3,173 acres, consists of some 55 parcels, 
22 of which are improved, estimated to cost $1,185,850, or an average of $375 
per acre. Thus the total site, approximately 4,227 acres, is estimated to cost an 
average of $490 per acre, or $2,093,001. This not out of line with the $1,904,000 
estimate presented in 1950, prior to actual selection of the site. 
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In addition to the site, approximately 320 acres of land will be required to pro- 
vide an access road right-of-way. It is also planned to acquire land interests in 
avproximately 1,950 acres of protective zones, in areas extending 1.5 miles beyond 
the ends of the runways. It is contemplated that these interests will be acquired 
by easements that will give control of the use of the land. In this connection, 
it should again be pointed out that the airport site will include land at least 
one-half mile beyond the ends of all runways, plus easements for an additional mile. 


SITE SELECTION 


Mr. Howe tt. To continue, in selecting the site and establishing 
the probable property boundaries, we attempted laterally to have a 
minimum distance of 1,500 feet from the center of the runways to 
the property line, so that we could take advantage of the natural 
timber on the site. We would propose, as a minimum, a strip of 
timber 500 feet around the borders of the airport, which green belt 
would have considerable effect in dampening the sound of the normal 
airport noises and not interfere with the development of the adjacent 
areas for their intended use. 

Further, as a subsidiary benefit, those areas shown in green on this 
chart could be made available to provide recreational areas for that 
vicinity. 

This next chart is on a different scale, using USGS topographic 
quadrangles. The approximate outline of the site is shown in black. 
The heavy green areas shown here are the portions of the airport that 
we call clear zones. We will own a minimum of a half mile beyond 
the end of any runway, and for a distance of a mile and a half beyond 
the ends of each runway we will, either through zoning or acquisition 
of property interests, control the development of the land so that we 
can hold down the number of houses that would be built per acre. 
It is my understanding that the bulk of the property is now in a 
5-acre zoning plan under consideration by Fairfax County. Either 
through ownership or ownership of land interests in the form of ease- 
ments, that plus cooperative zoning with Fairfax County, we would 
gain positive control over the development of the areas in the approach 
path to the runways. 

This has always been our plan. It has always been the idea to 
make this airport the best possible neighbor, since we know that any- 
thing developed to serve the Nation’s Capital is going to be regarded 
somewhat as a model, by not only this country but also the rest of the 
world. 

One of the prime objectives is the development of this airport so 
that it will be a good neighbor to the community, and not detract in 
any way from the normal development of the adjacent areas. 

Senator Hotitanp. Looking at your chart, as I understand it, the 
dark green areas, which are the areas closest to the runways, are 
within land to which the Government will acquire fee simple title. 

Mr. Howe tu. That is correct. 

Senator Hoxtianp. The light green which fans out beyond the dark 
green in each case is outside of the acquired area, and they are areas 
in which you propose to acquire some kind of easement or some kind 
of zoning arrangement, or both, to protect against construction of 
residences or places for human occupancy in those light green areas. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. Howe tt. Yes, sir, at least limited to low population. We 
would prefer to do it by the easement and zoning method so that we 
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would not remove any more land from the tax rolls of Fairfax County 
than was absolutely necessary. 

Senator Hotuanp. Have you got the air picture which: could be 
superimposed on that to indicate how your plat works out when 
applied to the present stage of development? 

Mr. Howe... This is a photograph taken by the military in 1955 
which shows that information. In addition we have another copy of 
that showing population density. 

Senator Hottanp, Looking at the figure which you have superim- 
posed on this air map, it would appear that you have shown the entire 
area south to be acquired in fee simple. 

Mr. Howe tt. Yes, sir. 

Senator HotLanp. But have not shown the areas proposed to be 
affected by the acquisition of easements or the imposition of zoning. 

Mr. Howrut. That is right. 

Senator Hotuanp. This picture was taken in April 1955, a year and 
9 months ago. 

Mr. Howetut. That is correct. 


GROWTH OF AREA 


Senator HoLianp. I would hope before the hearings end we could 
have a picture bringing this information down to date. I am per- 
sonally not familiar with the area, but I have been told that steady 
senile has been taking place in this recent period. Is that correct 
or not? 

Mr. Hower. Not in the immediate vicinity of the airport, to my 
knowledge. 

Senator HoLtanp. Not in the areas covered by light green there, and 
shown on your plat? 

Mr. Howe tt. That is correct. I am fairly certain there has been 
no extensive development. 

Mr. Prue. Mr. Chairman, if I might, I would be very glad to pro- 
vide one of our aircraft and take the committee and any others that 
you would wish in a flight over the area and we can look at it and ex- 
plain exactly the lay of the land. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Pyle, I appreciate the offer and others may 
wish to accept it, and I hope I would be able to, but that would not 
meet the purpose at all because this subcommittee is serving as the 
agent of the full committee, and all of us seeking to report to the full 
Senate, and perhaps to the Congress a situation which we could not 
report very effectively if all we had was our own recollection speedily 
gained through looking down from the air as to how many houses, 
and where. I think if you can get a current air picture, and then reflect 
on that picture not only areas to be taken in fee simple, but also the 
areas to be affected by easements or the procuring of zoning agree- 
ments, that they may also be shown on your map. That would give 
us something that we can report to everybody else, and they will have 
the same facts as we have. 

Mr. Pyue. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


AIR PICTURE OF BURKE SITE 


The most descriptive photographs obtainable for the Burke area are those 
taken approximately 8 months ago, on May 29, 1956. A mosaic map, herewith 
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submitted, made from these photographs, shows that no substantial changes have 
occurred on the site or in the clear zones and protective areas, since the site was 
first considered in 1951. These photographs, supplemented by a field check, 
reveal that 6 new homes have been constructed on the site during the past 5% 
years, and that 11 new homes have been constructed in the protective areas. In 
addition, the Burke school has been enlarged, and some homesteads have been 
improved. It is possible that, due to the timbered nature of the site, there has 
been construction not visible from existing roads, but certainly there has been no 
concentrated development. Present zoning restrictions of 2-acre minimum home- 
sites will not permit any great concentration. The principal areas of concentrated 
development appear to be along the road leading east from the town of Fairfax, 
which is 3 miles north of the airport boundary, and in the Springfield area, which is 
4 miles east of the north portion of the airport. 

A photograph of the area around Friendship Airport, taken late in 1956, shows 
considerable development around that airport. 


CURRENT AERIAL MAPS REQUESTED 


Secretary Roruscuitp. Mr. Chairman, this is the same photograph, 
but expresses in persons per acre the density of the area in and im- 
mediately surrounding the airport site. 

Senator Hotianp. Mr. Pyle, we appreciate the information furn- 
ished here, but frankly I think it is not the best information that we 
can have. If you can get a current map from the air to reflect both 
types of property—that to be taken in fee simple, and that which 
you now regard as adequate to protect the civil population through 
the acquisition of easements or the imposition of zoning, either or 
both—I think that will give us what we can best base our judgment 
upon, unless the committee disagrees. 

Senator Porrer. What is the date of that aerial photo? 

Senator Hotianp. The date is April 1955. 

Mr. Pyte. Mr. Chairman, I would like to point out one other 
feature of this site which I think is worthy of note. We were fortu- 
nate in being able to acquire what amounts to a plateau. The eleva- 
tion is on an average of approximately 350 feet. The surrounding 
area is down below that elevation. So as a result, in addition to this 
screen of trees which is depicted here in green, we have the added 
advantage that the surrounding area is below and to that extent 
assists us in getting the airplanes out of the neighborhood even faster, 
because the neighborhood is below the level of the airport. I think 
this is an important advantage that this site has. 

Senator Hotianp. I hope that may prove to be the case. I might 
say for the record now, before we recess, that the Air Force has told 
me that as serious as the impact now is upon the civilian areas, it 
would be much more serious when the operation of the B—52’s becomes 
general as they hope to accomplish within a very short period of time. 
The problem is one which disturbs me greatly, speaking only as one 
member of the committee, because I do know what has happened in 
these two very distressing cases which I think we can produce for the 
record later. 

ACCESS HIGHWAYS 


Senator Smira. Mr. Chairman, before we recess, I would like Mr. 
Pyle’s comments concerning access highways and other transporta- 
tion facilities. What is the situation in that area? 

Mr. Prue. I think we have a chart that will explain that. 

Senator SmitH. Do you want to do it now or do you want to wait? 

Mr. Pyxe. We can do it now if it is the chairman’s desire. 
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. Senator HoLianp. If it will just take a few minutes that would be 
ne. 

Mr. Pyuz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Howe... The principal access to the site from downtown 
Washington utilizes Shirley Highway, a dual lane limited access road, 
and it is proposed to take off from that road with a similar dual lane 
limited access road approximately 5% miles, westward to the site. 
The study that I can show you here is one that was made in the early 
days of the Burke project, this being Shirley Highway here, and 
various routes that were being studied for the access to the then 
configuration of the airport. ‘The only change has been shifting that 
configuration to due north rather than 15 degrees eastward of north. 
Those studies crystalized on this recommendation of the red line, 
shown here, as being the location that the Fairfax County Planning 
Commission recommended for the location of the road so that it 
would best fit with its plans for an ultimate highway extending into 
the western portion of the county, and what is called the Monticello 
Highway. So the access road would still fit in with their plans if 
these are their plans at the moment. We have not, in the last couple 
of years, worked with Fairfax County, because of the indefiniteness of 
the Burke project. We would propose to coordinate all of our plan- 
ning activity with them so that the maximum benefit would be 
achieved to the county as well as to the airport. 

Senator Houianp. I recall that when we had this matter up last 
year that the chairman of the County Commissioners of Fairfax 
County—I believe that was his position—appeared to state that one 
of the objections they had is that no arrangement had been made at 
all or was included in the Federal plan to replace several miles or to 
compensate for several miles of local highway that had been con- 
structed, and that existed in the affected area. Has any progress 
been made in that field since that time? 

Mr. Pye. Yes. We have a chart which shows the planning to 
take care of that contingency, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hotianp. I hope you will have that ready for our discus- 
sion of this afternoon. 

Mr. Pye. Yes, sir. 

Senator HoLLanp. We will now recess until 2 o’clock. 

(At 12:20 p. m., a recess was taken until 2 p. m., the same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION (2 P. M.) 
LOCAL STREET AND HIGHWAY REPLACEMENT 


Senator HoLtanp. The subcommittee will come to order. 

When we recessed I think we were considering the question as to the 
impact of the proposed construction at Burke upon the local streets 
and highways, and I had reminded the witness that it was claimed by 
the chairman of the Board of County Commissioners of Fairfax 
County that no adequate arrangement for replacement or for com- 
pensation for the destroyed sections of highway had been arranged 
and worked out with the local communities at the time. Has there 
been any development in that respect since last summer? 

Mr. Pyue. Mr. Chairman, I think Mr. Howell has a chart and can 
explain more readily than can I as to the problem of the relocation 
of roads for the benefit of the community. 
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Senator Hottanp. Mr. Howell. 

Mr. Howe... Senator, may I say that when the project was active 
in the period 1951-52 we had frequent meetings with county officials 
of Fairfax County and discussed these very problems. We have had 
no communications with the County Commissioners or Board of 
County Supervisors of Fairfax County in the last 3 years because of 
the indefiniteness of the project. 

Our plans, however, incorporate, and there is budget recognition 
of the fact that roads have to be relocated and the budget contains an 
item for the relocation of approximately 5 miles of road. 

This map shows the existing roads in the general vicinity of the 
Burke area. There are two roads which cross the site that would be 
closed. One stub road here would be closed. 

The budget recognizes that this State highway which is to be closed 
in through here must be relocated. That would be done, of course, 
after further consultation with the county and State highway officials 
continuing the talks that were in progress at the time the project was 
active in 1951 and 1952. 


INTERSECTING ROADS AT AIRPORT SITE 


Senator Hotuanp. As I understand your statement in regard to the 
map that you have presented, there are two highways, one from a 
northerly to a southeasterly direction and the other from a north- 
easterly to a southwesterly direction which intersect each other at 
about the middle of the proposed airport area, is that correct? 

Mr. Howe... That is correct. 

Senator Hotuanp. Each of those two highways completely tra- 
verses the proposed area. 

Mr. Howe... That is correct. 

Senator Hotuanp. In addition to that, there is a trunk highway in 
the southwestern portion of the area which will have to be relocated. 

Mr. Howe... That is correct. 

Senator Hottanp. You speak of 5 miles of highways being in- 
volved. My recollection is that the statement made by the local 
officials last year related to better than 9 miles of highway. Am I 
incorrect in that recollection? 

Mr. Howe .t. I do not recall the exact figure. 

Senator Hotuanp. There are no local paved streets or highways in 
that area other than the ones you show on this map? 

Mr. Howe .t. I think not, sir. There are none that I am aware of. 
The blue areas do show where we propose aew roads to take care of the 
traffic around the airport that pow goes through it. These two roads 
that would be closed are not the highest type road. The State 
highway running down here is a very good road. 

Senator Hoiuanp. All right, sir. What do you propose to do 
relative to that mileage of State and local highway that is interfered 
with by the location of the airport? 

Mr. Howe .t. Sir, the access road would alleviate the situation to 
provide service for this area that now uses this Burke road as an access 
to Washington. By completing a perimeter road completely around 
the airport we do provide alternate access for the traffic that now 
crosses the site from east to west. 

Senator Hotitanp. That is with reference to traffic going to and 
from the Washington area? 
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Mr. Howe t. Yes, sir; this road to the best of my knowledge is not 
a high type road. Neither road handles a substantial volume of 
traffic. 

Senator HoLttanp. You have pointed out a road which roughly is 
at right angles to the direction of the new highway which will lead to 
Washington. 

Mr. Howe t. Is that what you speak of? 

Senator HoLuanp. I refer to the one you pointed out. 

Mr. Howett. This is not a heavily traveled road. 

Senator HotLtaNnp. That road that you pointed out is roughly at 


right angles to the direction of the main highway that will lead to 
Washington. 


Mr. Howe tt. Yes, sir. 

Senator HoLuanp. It traverses the airport site from northwest to 
southeast. 

Mr. Howe... Yes, sir. 


ALTERNATIVE TO PRESENT HIGHWAY 


Senator Hontuanp. All right: what alternative for that highway 
did you propose? 

Mr. Howe... The use of this highway, here, in lieu of the more 
oa route that now crosses the site which is not nearly as good a 
road. 

Senator Hottanpb. In other words, you propose an alternative 
location which would involve the use of the State highway which runs 
southwest of the airport and some of which would be relocated and 
reconstructed. Although that is longer, you propose that as the 
alternate route to the one that leads directly across the airport? 

Mr. Howett. That is correct. In addition, it would be necessary 
for the Government to acquire title to these rights-of-way, all of which 
would be considered by the court in establishing any damages due to 
the county for those roads. That is again the contemplated plan of 
construction of the airport. 

Senator HoLtuanp. In other words, rather than compensating the 
county by reconstructing other roads, the value of those roads as 
appraised by the court would be part of the damage and would be 
assessed in favor of the county in connection with the condemnation. 

Mr. Howe... That would be in addition to the cooperative pro- 
gram that we would hope to undertake with the county, with the 
Federal Government supplying funds to provide the new roads that 


are shown on this map, after they are properly located through con- 
sultation with the county. 


Senator HoLtuanp. Proceed. 
Mr. Howe tt. I might say it is virtually impossible to select an 
area as large as this that would not involve the closing of roads. 


SIZE OF PROPOSED AREA 


Senator Hotutanp. How large is that proposed area? 

Mr. Howe tu. The site itself is approximately 4,500 acres. 

Senator Hon.anp. Is that the same site in size that was con- 
templated when the authorization act was submitted to the Congress 
and passed and became law? 
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Mr. Howe tt. I believe not; I believe it is larger. 

Senator Hotitanp. Do you mean that the present plans call for a 
larger site than that which was partially authorized by Congress? 

Mr. Howett. I believe that the information presented to the 
Congress at the time they were considering the authorization act was 
that probably 2,500 acres would be involved. I can check on that 
and supply that information. 

Senator HoLtuANnp. Now the plan involves a 4,500-acre tract to be 
acquired in fee simple besides these fanned out areas in which ease- 
ments would be acquired as you testified this morning. 

Mr. Howe.t. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotuanp. Are there questions from the other members 
of the committee? 

Senator Smiru. I have no questions. 


HIGHWAY REPLACEMENT INCLUDED IN BUDGET 


Senator Porrer. I wonder if your cooperative effort in replacing 
the highway is part of your present budget figure in the estimated 
cost of the airport. 

Mr. Howe tt. Yes, sir; it is. We have an item in there of approx- 
imately 5 miles of new road construction. 

Senator Porrrer. I assume that these two proposed alternative 
routes have been worked out in conjunction with the local county 
highway division. 

Mr. Howetu. No. They have not. These are not presented at all 
as final routes. 

Senator Porrer. I would assume that before that could be done 
you would have to work that out with the county highway department. 

Mr. Howe tt. Yes, this follows the general consultation we had 
when the project was active 3 years ago. 

Senator HoLLtanp. Three years ago or 7 years ago? 

Mr. Howe... I am sorry. During the period 1951-52, 4 or 5 
years ago. 

Senator HoLttanp. Was the authorization not in 1950. 

Mr. Howe.u. An appropriation was made in late 1950, August 
1950, I believe. I became associated with the project in early 1951 
and worked through 1951 and most of 1952 on the project at which 
time funds for development were denied and the project work was 
put in an inactive category. 

Senator HoLuanp. Are there other questions? 

Senator Smirx. No. 

Senator Porrmr. No. 

Senator Hotitanp. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Pyle, who is your next witness? 


FURTHER DISCUSSION OF JET NOISE PROBLEM 


Mr. Prue. Mr. Chairman, if it is your pleasure, this morning we 
discussed the noise problem. I would like to go into that further 
with some charts, if you would like to hear it. It is partially tech- 
nical but I believe gives a good idea of the type of problem we are 
faced with in the operation of aircraft. I would like to have Mr. 
Davis, the Director of Flight Operations and Airworthiness of our 
agency, present this chart to you and explain it. 








ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR WASHINGTON AREA 49 


Senator HoLuanp. All right, sir. Mr. Davis. 

Mr. Davis. I think before I tell you about the chart that it might 
be interesting: to diseuss shortly the» pattern of sound difference 
between the propellor type of transport aircraft and the jet type. 
To begin with, the jet pattern of sound is different in that the pro- 
peller transport primarily has the highest sound abeam of the ship 
or 90° from the tail of the aircraft looking forward; 90° is the highest 
sound level. The jet tr ansport has that high sound ‘at about 35° facing 
forward aft of the ship, 35° before you get to the beam of the ship, 
or at the 90° angle. 

That, in effect, will narrow the pattern of the sound level that you 
can expect from the jet and it does not throw it out as far to the side 
on takeoff or at high taxi speeds. 

Today’s jet without a suppressor is a noisy aircraft in some respects, 
of course. The highest level of decibel pressure cycles that you find in 
today’s jet is about 118 decibels. 

Senator Hotianp. Is a decibel a unit of sound? 


STUDY OF NOISE TOLERANCE 


Mr. Davis. Yes, sir, that is a unit of sound. I will explain that a 
little further. The University of Chicago a year or so ago made a 
study of neighborhood tolerance of noise’and they came up with the 
decision that from 87 decibels and higher the people began to complain. 
At that pomt conversation is difficult and it really is annoying to 
people. So they have assumed that if they can keep the noise level 
below 87 the neighborhood will accept that sort of noise. In effect, that 
is the target that industry is trying to accommodate to. Now, the 
suppressor research, of course, is in the very beginning stages with 
jet aircraft. There are a lot of problems involved that perhaps might 
be of interest to show you why it is a difficult one to solve. 

Sound, of course, is energy and when you suppress it you lose in 
this case, horsepower or thrust. 

The manufacturers of the aircraft have agreed that they can sacri- 
fice between 1 and 2 percent of that power on takeoff and that is the 
limit to which they can go and still have a paying or efficient aircraft. 
Now, for instance, a 1 percent loss of power means this to a jet trans- 
port: You increase the takeoff distance by 2 percent, you decrease the 
climb performance by about 4 percent and you decrease the range of 
the aircraft by 5 percent. Now, that is a loss of 1 percent in power 
only. In configuring the jet transport, of course, the main thing they 
have to sell to the public is speed, comfort, and long-distance hauling 
and, of course, as far as the operators are concerned it is economically 
necessary to carry a lot of people to make that type of transport pay 
so that a 5 percent reduction im range or pay-load, you can take it 
either way, on a 3,000 mile flight would cut off 150 miles which is the 
distance to an alternate airport or you can take off that amount of 
payload, so that it is a very severe economic problem. 

The present suppressor has reduced the highest decibel level of 
the jet engine by about 18 decibels. 

Senator HotLtanp. From what to what? 

Mr. Davis. From 118 to about 100. That is on takeoff, using your 


full power. The present DC-7 has a decibel value of about 100 on 
takeoff. 








50 ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR WASHINGTON AREA 


One advantage that the jet has which was pointed out to you today 
is that it goes faster on climb and therefore it is nor over one spot as. 
long and it progresses away from the community a lot faster. 

For instance, this particular chart shows graphically that on takeoff 
the 100 decibel level of sound on the 707 projects about 18,000 feet. 
That is as it passes across the community on takeoff. The 100 decibel 
level for the DC-7 is about 32,000 feet. That is the exposure of the 
communities to that sound level. 

As they get higher the sound decreases to 90 decibels and that 
pattern on the 707 extends for about 32,000 feet and for the DC-~7 it 
is about 82,000 feet. So from that you can see that the performznce 
of the jet will decrease the noise that the community is exposed to. 

It might be of interest to know that this chart has been prepared 
by the Boeing Aircraft Co. and they are very interested in lowering 
the sound because of the acceptance of their product. 


MAC DILL FIELD PROBLEM 


Senator Hotuanp. I certainly do not know the subject but as 
reported to me both by the citizens and the air officers at MacDill 
Field the B-47’s get up very slowly and laboriously because they have 
a very heavy load and they affect the population further than is the 
case with the largest of the propeller type. It is a greater distance 
from the takeoff spot than in the case of the large propeller type. Why 
is that not the case with the jets of which you are talking? 

Mr. Davis. Well, a jet transport will have a higher performance 
than a B-47. It will climb faster and higher. 

Senator HoLuanp. It is faster than the B-47. 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir; in climb performance. The en route speed is 
not as fast, but the climb performance is better. The B47 is a 
military aircraft with 6 jets, also, instead of 4, and I think that affects 
the sound, too. 

Senator HoLtutanp. They also told us there that the problem would 
be very greatly aggravated in that particular area when B—52’s were 
normally used, which they hoped would be the case shortly. 

Mr. Davis. The B-52 is eight jets. 

Senator Hottanp. And they are more heavily loaded and would 
go up more slowly. 

Mr. Davis. Yes; than a transport. 

Mr. Pye. Mr. Chairman, I would like to comment by saying that 
the B-47 is really the first big jet that this country ever built. I do 
not mean to say that it is not a good airplane, but commercial civilian 
jet transports are going to be a lot better airplanes, particularly as to 
their effect on communities near airports. I think this is part of the 
problem with the B-47. 

Furthermore, we have to insure proper operating procedures. 
Therefore, we will not load them as heavily as does the military. 
The mission is different. The military operate with what has been 
termed a ‘calculated risk” basis. We cannot afford to do that. 
This simplifies the problem in that the civil aircraft then has better 
performance in that they will climb out of the community areas more 
rapidly than does the military airplane. 

Senator Hottanp. Would you not have to have heavy loads of 
fuel in order to have the long distance of operation, which is one of 
the principal selling points of the jet use for hauling of passengers. 
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Mr. Pye. You are absolutely correct, sir; but we will limit the 
total takeoff gross weight of the aircraft, Mr. Chairman, so that we 
will insure proper performance, and we would not have, to use the 
vernacular, “staggering out of the airport” type of operation, which 
is the type I am afraid affects the citizens at MacDill that you cite. 


Senator Hotianp. Have you heard anything about this problem at 
MacDill? 


Mr. Pye. Yes, sir. 

Senator Houianp. I am told by General Kelly that it is not peculiar 
to MacDill, that it is found in various places where those heavy jet 
planes are operating. Is that your information also? 


Mr. Prue. That is correct, sir. The same problem exists in Denver 
at Lowry Air Force Base. 


STUDY OF NOISE SUPPRESSORS 


Senator Hotuanp. I have not seen your budget. I understand it 
came to the House today. The clerk of the committee has been 
informed, as I understand, that you are asking for a sizable sum to 
be spent in the investigation of this problem for your own information 
and the information of Congress in this coming year. Is that correct 
or not? 

Mr. Pyte. Do you mean the noise suppressors? 

Senator HoLuanp. Yes. 

Mr. Pyte. Yes; we are. We are working continuously with indus- 
try—the manufacturers and airlines—to lick this problem. 

Senator Hotuanp. Since the budget has already gone to the House, 
I do not think I would be asking you to violate any confidence in 
asking you what is the amount proposed to be designated for that 
use by your agency in this coming year, fiscal 1958. 

Mr. Prize. May I consult? 

Mr. Chairman, rather than delay that, if it would be your pleasure, 
we will furnish that information specifically. 

Senator HoLuanp. I am correct in my information that a sizable 
amount is being requested for that particular research and acknowl- 
edging the fact that you need to know more about it than you know 
now? 

Mr. Pyie. Yes. The great part of it, Mr. Chairman, is not a 
monetary problem so much. 


BUDGET REQUEST 


Senator HoLLtanp. We do have a copy of the budget. The clerk 
calls my attention to the fact that the budget which I am now seeing 
for the first time has an estimate of $14,972,000 for flight operations 
and airworthiness for 1957, the current year estimate, contrasted with 
$19,120,000 for the approaching year, fiscal 1958, or an upping of 
better than $4 million. He has also called my attention to this state- 
ment in the text that accompanies the budget: 


Increases in 1958 are primarily for increased staff for additional workload related 


to certification of jet transport aircraft and their early introduction in the com- 
mercial service. 


Is that the item that you have been talking of, or is it included in 
that item? 
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Mr. Prue. This is Mr. Basnight, our budget officer. 

Mr. Basnieut. Mr. Chairman, my name is Arvin Basnight. I am 
budget officer, Civil Aeronautics Administration. 

The figures you cite, Mr. Chairman, are approximately correct. 
The increase from the $14,972,000 level to $19,120,000 includes the 
full year cost of increases allowed for the current year, and a new item 
of $575,000 to be applied to all phases of work involved in certifying 
to the safety of jet transports now in production. We have a major 
problem in working out the design specification and flight testing of 
these aircraft. It would be misrepresenting to say that this $575,000 
is involved solely in the noise problem. 

Senator Hottanp. How much, if you can say, is involved? 

Mr. Basnieut. We do not have that figure with us. I do not know 
that we have a specific amount to point to, but we will check the detail 
of the budget and furnish it with the record, if that is acceptable. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


Jet Norse Propiem 


The 1958 budget estimate provides increases for the development of adequate 
safety regulations and review of existing operating standards as they apply to 
the specific requirements of jet transports. Insofar as jet noise problems are 
concerned, our work with industry in this area is limited to the extent that these 
matters must be considered in connection with the airworthiness of aircraft. 
The National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics conducts research seeking a 
solution to the problems and CAA participates in their committee dealing with 
these problems. In the present stage of jet aircraft development, the major 
cost of research and engineering in this area is being borne by the aircraft manufac- 
turing industry to meet the specifications being established by the air carriers. 

Senator Hottanp. But I am correct in my understanding, am [, 
that the problem is one that you recognize as requiring more know- 
ledge than you now possess and one for which you are asking for en- 
larged appropriations in order that you may acquire that. knowledge. 

Mr. Basnicur. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Porrsr. Is it correct, also, that before you certify any 
commercial jet operation that the noise factor of that jet would have 
to be down to the level that the previous witness mentioned as a 
level over which the noise would be objectionable? Would the noise 
factor be considered in certifying a jet for operation? 

Mr. Prue. Senator, the answer is ‘‘Not specifically.” This is not 
a requirement from the standpoint of safety of operation. That is 
our responsibility under the law. However, we have an equal and 
strong moral responsibility to solve this problem and I think the 
answer to your question, Mr. Chairman, is the fact that this is a 
problem that is very much before us. It is not one which we feel, 
however, that the answer is to expend Government funds in inde- 
pendent research so much as to make sure that what is being done is 
correct and that the answers are going to be brought about by re- 
search in industry, with the manufacturer, with the aircraft itself, 
the engine and the customer who is buying this piece of equipment. 
This is the area in which we feel the most productive work can be 
done. 

In other words, it is a matter of manpower basically, rather than 
independent research. 


| 
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INCREASE IN AREA PROPOSED TO BE TAKEN 


Senator Hotianp. Thank you, sir. Now, an earlier witness this 
afternoon stated that the present area contemplated to be taken over 
in fee simple is around 4,500 acres as contrasted with something like 
2,500 acres at the time of the authorization in 1950. 

Is my memory correct on the figures that he used? 

Mr. Pytez. I believe that is correct; yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Is the added size the result of this jet noise 
problem? 

Mr. Pye. I would prefer Mr. Howell speak to this point, Mr. 
Chairman, because I was not with the Administration at that time. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Howell, did you hear the question? 

Mr. Howe t. Yes, sir. The figure of approximately 2,500 acres 
was mentioned in the hearings before the Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee at the time the enabling legislation was being 
considered. That was in mid-1950 to the best of my recollection, 
before I came on the scene here. 

At that time the site on which that figure was based was the site of 
Annandale, Va., utilizing the limits of a tract then known to be avail- 
able which, by the time serious consideration was given to site selec- 
tion, gave such indications of growth, which subsequently have been 
borne out, that the site was virtually abandoned from consideration 
although it was studied along with other sites. 

The figure of 2,500 acres was used, I believe, only because that was 
the limit of the site. The basic design concept of the airport today 
remains unchanged from the period 1951, at which time the site was 
selected. 

Senator Hotitanp. Do you mean that as soon as you transferred the 
location from Annandale, the site that was before the committee at 
the time of authorization, to Burke, the acreage that you had in mind 
was around 4,500 acres to be acquired in fee simple, is that correct? 

Mr. Howexu. Approximately that; yes, sir. 

Senator Hotinanp. And that the increase from 2,500 to 4,500 acres 
had nothing to do with the jet noise or vibration situation? 

Mr. Howe t. It was known at that time that jets were in the offing. 
The exact performance was not known. We did have the technical 
standard order that governs the expenditure of Federal funds on air- 
ports, which sets an upper limit in our intercontinental-express cate- 
gory airport. This technical standard order is periodically reviewed 
and is still found to be valid although a current review is going on in 
connection with our jet studies. Those cannot be conclusive, however, 
until we have more definite information regarding the performance of 
the aircraft. 

STUDY OF NOISE EFFECT 


Senator HoLtLanp. Would it come within your Department to make 
this study of the effect of noise that is provided for in the funds bemg 
asked for for the next fiscal year? 

Mr. Howe tt. No, sir; those funds that you were discussing are in 
Mr. Davis’ area, the flight operations and airworthiness. 
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ADDITIONS. TO SITE CONTEMPLATED 


Senator Hotuanp. I have one more question. You testified, I 
believe, earlier—or some witness testified this morning—that very 
material additions to the 4,500-acre site were contemplated to be 
acquired by way of easements only, rather than fee simple title. 

Mr. Howe tt. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotuanp. Were those involved or presented to the legisla- 
tive committee at the time of the passage of the authorization? 

Mr. Howe tt. No, sir. 

Senator Houtuanp. Are they the outgrowth of this noise question 
and the flight-angle questions that have come into the picture since 
jets are in operation? 

Mr. Hows.u. Not so much because of jets, Senator, but shall I say, 
a more advanced state of the art, particularly heightened by the 
Doolittle report, which emphasized the need to make the airport a 
better neighbor and to control off-airport properties. 

Senator Hotianp. Have you figured the amount of acreage that 
is involved in this plat that you presented this morning covering 
areas which you propose to acquire only in part, that is by acquiring 
easements or by perhaps working out a zoning arrangement which 
will not permit their use for residential purposes? 

Mr. Howe t. I have the approximate acreages, sir. It is approx- 
imately 1,950 acres. 

Senator Hoxiianp. Then the project which was originally about 
2,500 acres in fee simple has now grown to about 4,500 acres in fee 
simple and approximately 1,900 acres in acquisition of flight ease- 
ments which certainly will be effective to limit the growth and develop- 
ment of the community in that 1,900 acres. 

Mr. Howe... That is correct. I might say that no specific site 
was discussed before the committees considering the enabling legisla- 
tion or the authorizing legislation. Neither that legislation nor those 
hearings concerned any specific site. The actual choice of the site 
was left to the Secretary of Commerce. 

Senator HoLitanp. But the 2,500-acre limit you said was mentioned 
to that committee; did you not? 

Mr. Howe ut. The citation can be given of the Senate document 
in which that is contained. I think it was indicated more as a concept 
of the scope of the site rather than as a limitation. 

Senator Hotutanp. That information was given to the committee 
that what was involved was a 2,500-acre site airport as a second airport 
for the National Capital. 

Mr. Howe... That is correct. 

Mr. Pyte. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hotuanpb. Mr. Pyle. 

Mr. Pyue. I wonder if I may just for the moment refer to this 
chart. I think this might help answer the point that I believe you 
have in mind. If you notice, these two strips—— 

Senator Hotitanp. That is the north and south runways? 

Mr. Prue. They are the north-south runway system, parallel strips. 
Under good operating practice so that we can use these to maximum 
advantage, they must be at least 3,000 feet apart which then deter- 
mines their approximate position, as you see here. These actually 
are slightly in excess of 3,000 feet, but we want to get a terminal area 
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complex in here with adequate separation from the center line of the 
runway so that, in effect, necessitates buying a wider piece of property 
than would be necessary if this was a single north-south strip. Now, 
I think in answer to your specific question, yes, more property prob- 
ably has been acquired because of this problem of the noise and! this 
is why we want this green blanket of trees to the extent that we can 
use it as a dampening effect for the surrounding community. 


STATEMENT OF CAA POSITION 


Senator HoLianp. I want the position of CAA to be very fully and 
fairly stated in the record. If it varies from what I am about to say, 
I want you to put im the record any variance. 

My understanding now is that when the authorization was accom- 
plished in 1950 the objective was stated to the committee as being an 
acquisition of an airport which would involve an area of approximately 
2,500 acres; that as it has grown now it involves an area of 4,500 
acres in fee simple plus areas of acquisition of easements or applications 
for zoning limitations, either or both, which would strictly limit 
development of the community to where no residential development 
could come in that 1,900 acres, so that we are talking now about a 
project which takes 6,400 acres out of the community as compared 
with the 2,500 acres originally in mind. I want to ask you to comment 
on that statement and if that statement I have just made is not in 
accord with the actual facts 1 want you to correct it in the record; 


not to put words in my mouth but give your estimation of what the 
situation is. 


(The information referred to follows:) 


RECONCILIATION OF STATEMENT REGARDING NECESSARY SIZE OF THE BURKE 


Arrport Proyect With STATEMENTS MAbDE IN CONNECTION WiTH AUTHOR- 
IZING LEGISLATION 


The figure of 2,500 acres, mentioned during congressional consideration of 
authorizing legislation in 1950, did not refer to any specific site, since no site had 
been selected. Immediately upon passage of the authorizing legislation, detailed 
site studies were undertaken. An ideal layout plan for an intercontinental 
express airport was adopted and a site selected on the basis of its ability to accom- 
modate such layout. In the detail studies of sites, however, community impact 
was a major factor given serious consideration and areas were included in the 
site to provide buffer zones and the inner portions of the approach zones. The 
site at Burke, Va., was finally selected, because, among other reasons, it offered 
& minimum impact on the community. The site selected in 1951 for the airport 
and the buffer zones contained approximately 4,300 acres. It should be noted 
that the site contained the same half-mile protective areas at the ends of runways 
which were subsequently recommended in the Doolittle report. There has been 
no change in the concept of the size of the airport since the site at Burke was 
selected in mid-1951, except to provide additional protection to the community. 
Subsequent to the issuance of the Doolittle report the wisdom of further protection 
of approach areas, as recommended in that report, became apparent and some 
1,950 acres were added for this purpose. It is proposed, in these areas, to acquire 
easements to the ground—which insure the ability to control development within 
them, but not removing the land from the tax rolls of Fairfax County. 

The area to be acquired is certainly larger than the 2,500 acres mentioned in 
1950, but the difference in areas can be charged against community planning. 

The buffer zones will, due to the timbered nature of the site, provide a deep 
screen of trees entirely around the airport to dampen airport noises; the clear 
zones and protective zones will protect areas 1.5 miles beyond the ends of the runways. 
Were the site to be limited to 2,500 acres, the remainder of the area now planned 
for acquisition would still remain a problem area. Hence, the scope of acquisition 
is designed to incorporate into the airport boundaries the areas which could other- 
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wise become factors of interference to the nornal development of the entire com- 
munity. With the planned land acquisition it is firmly believed that the airport 
will not have a negative impact upon the area surrounding it. It is understood 
that this surrounding area is presently zoned, by Fairfax County, for 2-acre mini- 
mum lot size. 

Mr. Pye. With respect to the fan-shaped areas on the other 
chart, I would like Mr. Howell to comment on your points. This 
area here is the area of the 1,900 acres. 

Senator Hotuanp. The light green area. 

Mr. Prue. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Howe tt. As I explained this morning, we would, preferably 
through easements and zoning, attempt to hold down the population 
of the areas perhaps to one resident per 5 acres, which I believe, is 
compatible with the present zoning or contemplated zoning of that 
area by Fairfax County. 

Senator HoLttanp. You mean that in those fanned out areas you 
would not exclude residents? 

Mr. Howe.u. Not necessarily. We would acquire air rights and 
such ground control as would hold down any concentration of popula- 
tion in those areas. 


PURPOSE OF AIR RIGHTS ACQUISITION 


Senator Hotitanp. Would not the acquisition of those air rights 
effectively prevent any further development for residential usage in 
those areas? 

Mr. Hows t. It could well do that. 

Senator Hotutanp. That is the purpose of it, is it not? 

Mr. Howe tu. Our purpose would certainly be to hold down popula- 
tion in that area, yes. 

Secretary Roruscuitp. But not to exclude it, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Prue. I think that was the point. They would not necessarily 
be excluded. There might be provision made that this could be land 
for agricultural or industrial use. 

Senator Hotuanp. That is what has been done outside the Pine- 
castle Base. It provides land for grazing. If you can get any cow 
to stay there it can be used that way. Iam sure no intelligent resident 
would stay in the fanned-out areas shown on your map. You are not 
recommending the zoning of approach areas for no purpose at all, 
are you? 

Mr. Pyuiz. The primary purpose, Mr. Chairman, is basically one 
of safety. Your approach is downward like this and we do not want 
anything sticking up in the area causing danger to the aircraft. 

Senator HoLitanp. Does the noise implication have anything to do 
with it? 

Mr. Pyus. It certainly has, but as I say, the primary purpose is to 
preserve safety in approach of aircraft to the airport. We are also 
guided by the noise factor and would, to the extent possible, restrict 
population and probably end up with agricultural development rather 
than residential in this area. There is no denying that. It would 
not necessarily prohibit residences being built in the area. 

Senator Hotuianp, All right. 

Secretary Roruscui.p. Mr. Chairman, there are many examples of 
airports over the country where in these clear zones there has been 
ear building on a limited scale with height control being a 

actor. 


Ama ne oe ty On NTR In 


SO Re RR EPR 4 oN ST ENN AE 








—— eS 


f 





ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR WASHINGTON AREA 57 


Senator Porrmer. You would not approve of a housing development 
in that area, in other words? 

Secretary Roruscuiup. Yes. Also, we would not approve of a TV 
tower. 

Senator Hottanp. Among other things, FHA will not permit a 
guaranty of loans in those areas. That is a fixed policy of FHA 
and the Veterans’ Administration, is it not? 

Secretary Roruscuip. I believe so. 

Senator Porrer. How many acres are involved in that clear zone? 

Secretary Roruscuiip. 1,900 acres in all of the 6 zones. 


ZONING PROBLEM 


Mr. Howe tu. Regardless of whether we acquired those acreages or 
acquired easements, we would still have the same problem with 
zoning. This, we feel, will take care of the critical areas around the 
airport to provide adequate compensation and prevent the recurrence 
of the history of development following airports and sometimes 
causing serious limitations to be placed on the available length of 
runways because of the creation of obstructions by that development. 

Senator Hotuanp. I find no fault with your doing that. In fact, 
I think you are to be commended in doing it because you are dealing 
very realistically with the thing; but the thing I am calling attention 
to and what I wanted you to reflect on is that what you are talking 
about now is either complete acquisition of property or partial acquisi- 
tion of it in such a way as to limit the growth and development of that 


community by 6,400 acres now when what we were talking about 


when the Congress acted on the authorization was an overall limita- 
tion of 2,500 acres. Things, of course, are very different. I do not 
expect you to be static. As the art develops and the industry which 
you are regulating improves, certainly you must adjust your planning 
and your performance to that. You are not to be blamed for that but 
neither, I think should you expect a community which might have 
been willing to share 2,500 acres of its area with the Government for a 
purpose to be willing to share it for 6,400 acres with the prospect of 
more to come, because the thing seems to be a continuous expansion 
and if larger jet commercial iatieg are in mind as the B—52’s are 
about now, to substitute for the B-47’s in the military air arm, as I 


am told by the Air Force officers, the impact on the civilian population 


nearby is going to be vastly worse than it was with the B—47’s, is that 
correct? 
Mr. Pyrite. That is correct. 


COMPARISON WITH O’HARE AIRPORT 


Secretary Roruscuitp. For comparative purposes, Mr. Chairman, 
the acreage involved in this present tract is about the same as that at 
O’Hare Airport in Chicago. 

Senator Hottanp. What is the manner of transportation now 
afforded between the two airports in Chicago? Do they have shuttle 
air service? 

Secretary Roruscuitp. There is helicopter service. 

Senator Hotuanp. Is there shuttle by ordinary planes too? 

Secretary Roruscuiip. Shuttle by ordinary planes and ground 
transportation. 
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Senator Hotxianp. In other words, a passenger shifting from one 
airport to another has a choice between three methods of speedy 
transportation, either on the ground in a taxicab or car or in the air 
by helicopter or shuttle service with a propeller-driven plane. 

Secretary Rotruscuitp. My home is in Kansas City, Mr. Chairman, 
and I use the Chicago Airport frequently. If most passengers are 
like I am, they find a set of flights that will enter and leave the same 
airport so that they do not have to make that trip. 

Senator Hotianp. Of course that is the ideal that everybody is 
trying to achieve, but when you are traveling through Texas and have 
to go to Fort Worth or Dallas and want to go out of the other, which 
has been the case with me several times, the problem is not quite 
that simple. 

Secretary Roruscuiup. It is not always possible anywhere else 
either. 

Senator Hotutanp. My information has been that at Chicago 
there is a very heavy movement by shuttle service back and forth 
between airports. If that is not correct, please give us the facts. 

Secretary RoruscuiLp. That is correct. There is a considerable 
interchange of passengers between the two airports. 

Senator Hotianp. Allright, sir. Now, has the gentleman who was 
explaining the decibel situation completed his testimony? 

Mr. Davis. I have a few other things. 

Senator Hotuanp. We would like to hear about these decibels. 
Proceed, sir. 

QUIETER JET OPERATION ANTICIPATED 


Mr. Davis. Mr. Chairman, I hate to hear the jet maligned with 
the “noisy” title, because I feel certain that before the first one is 
in operation that they will be quieter than today’s propeller transports. 
There are several reasons for that. The pressure level of the decibel 
volume of the jet engine is different than the propeller transport 
driven by a piston engine in the frequency of the pressure pattern. 
The propeller transport has a noise that is deep and in the low cycles. 
The jet has a level of high frequency and the significance of that is 
that that type of sound is dissipated very rapidly, and is more affected 
by wind, by temperature, by humidity. You will find that when 
you are 1,000 feet away from a jet at full throttle that there is a 
very perceptible change in the sound level and it dissipates faster 
on the way out than a piston engine does. 

Senator Hotutanp. The plane gets away faster; does it not? 

Mr. Davis. I am talking about the plane standing still. Now, the 
high cycles of sound and frequencies fail to penetrate walls of houses 
to the same extent as the lower piston engine sounds so that inside a 
house the jet noise is not as noticeable as a propeller noise. Another 
peculiarity of noise that people have just discovered in the last few 
years that affects aircraft and the reason why the manufacturers are 
so very vitally interested in suppressing the noise is that it causes 
structural failure of the aircraft itself. If you have a high noise level 
the lower side of the wing, the trailing edge, tne flaps and the ailerons 
are subject to structural loss of strength. It increases the maintenance 
costs very much. The present noise suppressor that they have de- 
veloped, which is in its early stages, has succeeded in reducing the 
effect of this structural interruption of strength by about 50 percent 
already and they are just beginning with the development of a sup- 
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pressor that I am sure will be very satisfactory before November of 
1958. That is when the first jet is supposed to be delivered to an air- 
line. The Boeing people have told us recently that they have moved 
ahead the schedule of certification flight testing and placing into oper- 
ation of their first transport which is the 120, the small one. The 
people I have talked to, both the manufacturer of the airframe and the 
manufacturer of the engine, are vitally interested and I am sure will 
be successful in getting the jet transport. to be quieter than today’s 
propeller transport. 

Senator HotLanpb. But that has not yet been accomplished. 

Mr. Davis. No, sir. . That.has, not yet been accomplished: It is 
down, as I said, to about 100 decibels, which is about the same as the 
DC-7, which is in today’s operation, and the Constellation. 


USE OF NOISE SUPPRESSORS BY OTHER COUNTRIES 


Senator Hottanp. Did you or another witness testify that both the 
Comet-1 and the Comet-3, the two British jet passenger carrying planes, 
are without noise suppressors? 

Mr. Davis. That is correct, sir: That was Mr. Spano. 

Senator Hotuanp. I have heard of no other passenger-carrying jet 
except the Russian. Do you know whether or not that has developed 
an adequate noise suppressor? 

Mr. Davis. No, sir; I do not know. The French jetplane which is 
now flying experimentally as a cargo-carrying ship does not have noise 
suppressors to my knowledge. 

Senator HotLanp. The French doe not have the noise suppressor? 

Mr. Davis. No, sir. 

Senator Hotuanp. You do not. know whether the Russian has the 
noise suppressor? 

Mr. Davis. No, sir, I do not. 

Senator Hotianp. Is there any other besides the three that we have 
mentioned? 

Mr. Davis. No, sir. We have 27 applications but I do not. know 
of any other actually flying. We have 14 foreign applications for 
certification of jet transports of one sort or another and about. 13 of 
our own. The 707 is the only one of ours that is flying. Of course 
that is a prototype and actually a tanker aircraft. 


JET MANUFACTURE 


Senator Hotianp. Boeing is not the only domestic manufacturer 
who is making jet commercial planes? 

Mr. Davis. No, sir. There is Convair, Lockheed, Douglas, Fair- 
child, and at the moment I can think of no other in the civilian field. 

Senator Hotuanp. All of them are simply now holders of contracts 
under which they are producing the planes? 

Mr. Davis. That is correct. 

Senator HotLtanp. Have the noise suppressors been successfully. 
developed by any of the others? You have spoken at length about 
Boeing. 

Mr. Davis. Douglas has but they do not have the flying model. 
They have experimented with them on their military planes, | believe. 
All of the contracts for civilian transports have been let to the manu- 
facturers with the condition of noise suppressors in the contract. 
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Senator Hottanp. How much they are suppressed nobody yet 
knows? ; : 
Mr. Davis. That is correct, insofar as final performance. 


PURPOSE OF SECOND AIRPORT 


Senator Hotianp. As a matter of fact, the major purpose now in 
mind is that CAA be served by the construction of a second airport 
— the Washington area to handle the long-range jet commercial 
traffic? 

Mr. Pytx. That is substantially correct, sir. 

Senator Hotuanp. And you are in the position now of trying to go 
ahead with construction without knowing what the success is going to 
be with these suppressors, without having completed either your 
experimentation or that of the manufacturer. 

Secretary Roruscuitp. But the planes will be ready, Mr. Chair- 
man, and we are going to have to be ready to receive them. 

Senator Hotianp. I thought I heard testimony here this morning 
to the effect that they could be received already at Friendship; is that 
correct? 

Secretary Roruscnuitp. Yes, sir; they can be. 

Senator Hotuanp. Then why are you in a hurry about building 
another airport. when you.do not»even know what you are building 
it to serve? 

INADEQUACY OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


Secretary Roruscuitp. We attempted to indicate in this morning’s 
testimony that we did not think that Friendship represented a con- 
clusive answer to the Washington problem. We do recognize that it 
could be used on an interim basis but we are afraid that in a very few 
years it will be so filled that we will be back with the same story again. 


In fact, by the time a new airport. can be built we currently estimate: 


that Friendship will. have-reached its capacity. 

Senator Hotianp. I have one more question about Friendship. 
Have you computed the comparative density of population, density 
of development statistics around Friendship and compared them with. 
the same statistics with reference to the proposed Burke site? 

Mr. Pyue. Yes, sir. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Howell has worked up 
such a presentation. 

Mr. Howe... This photograph was shown to you at the morning 
session, Senator, showing the area around the Burke site as of the 


date of 1955. We have secured a similar photograph dated March. 


1955 around the Friendship airport. We have no definite population 
data with regard to that area. At the time the Burke site was se- 
lected we had then current 1950 census information showing that the 
population of the Lee Magisterial District in which the Burke site is 


located was something in excess of 6,300 people. An area of similar 


size as the census tract in which the Friendship Airport is located, at 
that time, the same figures, 1950 population, had approximately 
24,900 population. 

Senator Hotuanp. There would not be any necessary relation 
between an entire magisterial district and the area directly affected 
by the airport. 

Mr. Howe tu. That was the only information we had. 
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FRIENDSHIP AREAS AND RUNWAYS 


Senator HoLLanp. How long are these runways at Friendship? 

Mr. Howe... The east-west. runway is, I believe, 9,600 or 9,800 
feet in length. The other 2 are approximately 6,000. One is 6,000. 
The other is slightly in excess of 6,000, perhaps 6,400. 

Senator HotLtanp. What is the size of the entire tract? 

Mr. Howett. I would have to hazard a guess of around 4,000 
acres; 3,500 to 4,000 acres. That is an approximation. 

Mr. Pyus. Mr. Chairman, I think I can answer that question, sir. 
The area of the Friendship International Airport is approximately 
3,200 acres. The east-west runway measures 9,450 feet by 200 feet 
wide. The northeast-southwest runway is 6,000 feet by 150 feet. 
The northwest-southeast runway is 6,500 feet by 150 feat. 

Senator Smiru. Is the area around there available for expansion? 

Mr. Howe tt. I am certain that it is. I have indicated on that 
photograph the property line. It is not complete on the north 
because of lack of coverage of the photograph itself. 

Secretary Roruscuitp. That 3,200 acres, Mr. Chairman, does not 
include the clear zone areas. 

Senator Hotuanp. Looking at the east and west runway as shown 
by this photograph just handed me, it would appear that there is 
little development, probably no development east of an extension of 
that for a fas distance. Is that correct or not? A photograph 
taken at that height might be deceptive. The houses might be 
concealed by the trees, but it would appear that there are several 
thousand feet without any development at all. 

Mr. Howe i. The photograph was upside down. This is to the 
west and to my understanding that is correct. I thought this 
indicated the boundary of the airport. It does not, but it is approxi- 
mately this area, here, bounded by this road along the east. 


COMPARISON OF FRIENDSHIP AND BURKE AIRPORTS 


Senator Hotianp. In order that the committee and all who read 
the record may have a clearer picture of the contrasting assets of the 
two airports, Friendship and the proposed airport at Burke, I hope 
that you will give us a factual comparison as to area involved, as to the 
possibility of having long clearance strips if there are such at Friend- 
ship, and I am told there are, and I judge from a quick inspection of 
this picture may be the case on the west end of the east-west runway 
at least, and other factors of that kind dealing with usefulness for jet 
commercial transport use of the proposed airport at Burke and the 
Friendship Airport. 

I am not speaking now of distance from Washington. That will 


be dealt with separately. I am speaking of just the physical aspects 
of the two sites. 


Mr. Prt. This will be done, Mr. Chairman. 
(The information referred to follows:) 
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Comparison of sites: Friendship and Burke (based on expansion of Friendship to 
Intercontinental express category) 


Friendship Burke 


ii iiepartebet Graves)... old ee A At es oss. cli cdcw ness 2, 972.5 1 4, 227 
De Ci 5 nai dno hah bho hn gpenendh tensioned bib dbe det dabisypiekrobbe-% $1, 429, 403 1 $2, 093, 001 
EL C3 knead eaaiteaiperonanearoetianeed $480 $490 
4. Ree Perens. 6s oes SO Boles. 41.42... 85 98 
Fi A RO I i EE re ee lana dain 35 44 
6. Additional area for Intercontinental Express airport (acres) -_._.-_..-._--- 22 0 
2 « ARUN, GOS sto hee ngedetier etnies <sademeieek soph do sc0 <item dl $26, 400 0 
8. Additional area for clear zones (acres)3_............----.------.-.------.. 263 0 
Dc, a) ea eg didi sna slscsl ssl. $315, 600 0 
10. Area for protective zones (easements) (acres)?_._..........-.-.-.--------- 1, 745 1, 950 
Tj RRs OSs WE ONO. i sac occ dds eee cee 400 $400 
BE, NE FI tine bide de <b sqequdsentin a hepess oepeniadshe pasee phe dcesl $698, 000 $780, 000 
en. io nasa tvasepausne heppnaoseaigees 5, 002 6, 177 
16; Dopnlesiinated cesta: i546) lees $2, 335, 403 $2, 873, 001 


1 Estimated. 
2 Friendship Airport has height-restriction zoning, but does not control the use of land adjacent to the 
airport. 


VIBRATION PROBLEM 


Senator Ho.tuanp. Have you completed with the noise and 
vibration? 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. Thank you very much. 

Senator Hottanp. While you are up, let me say this: You may be 
completely correct, and I certainly do not. have any special know- 
ledge about the vibration not being felt within the houses, but the 
planes that we have at both MacDill and Pinecastle are quite the 
contrary, and the suit now pending in Federal court on behalf of one 
of the householders at MacDill Field states that plaster was knocked 
off and other very serious.results accrued to his two-story residence 
as a result of the vibration which is attendant, as I understand, upon 
the noise. Does the vibration result from the same waves that 
produce the noise? 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. There are pulses of sound, as when you clap 
your hands; sound frequencies are sent out. 

Senator Hottanp. At both of those airbases the people say that 
they had no trouble at all from the propeller-driven planes affecting 
their homes, but they had very serious trouble within the houses as 
a result of the bringing in of jets. 

Mr. Davis. I believe that to be true, sir, particularly if they are 
down to a thousand feet when they pass over the louse; and par- 
ticularly with 6 engines and 8, it certainly does. I have been there. 
I know. 

Senator Hotuanp. There is a real problem there, then. 

Mr. Davis. Yes, sir. There is a real problem. 

Secretary RoruscHiLtp. With that type of aircraft. 

Senator HoLiaNnp. With any type of aircraft now in existence. 


You are hoping to bring out aircraft, as I understand, in which this’ 


problem will be either removed or alleviated. Is that a correct 
statement? 

Secretary Roruscuiip. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. Do you have any further witnesses, Mr. Pyle? 

Mr. Pye. No, Mr. Chairman. If there are any further questions 
that we can answer we are at your disposal. 
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EXPLORATORY USE OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


Senator Hotianp. I do not know whether you witnesses who are 
here now or the witnesses from CAB should be best equipped to go 
into the question of what additional use has been made of fviendahin. 
if any, since the Senate wrestled with this subject last summer. 
You remember that one of the requests that we made, not only of the 
CAA and the CAB and the Commerce Department but also of the 
carriers, was that some exploratory use be made of the airport there 
on a sufficient scale to give us some information as to the adequacy of 
that use; not only to help solve this problem, but also because every- 
body admits that in a 3- or 4-year period of construction various 
kinds of temporizing programs are going to have to be worked out. 
Has there been any progress made in that direction? 

Mr. Prue. Mr. Chairman, I think it would be more appropriate 
were the answer with respect to the carriers obtained from the Civil 
Aeronautics Board and from the carriers themselves. Our function 
and responsibility to the Congress does not involve this area. 

Senator Hotianp. So far as the private operators that we talked 
about this morning, vou do have some responsibility? 

Mr. Prue. We will furnish the information for you on that. 

(The matter referred to follows:) 


Autuority To Divert 32,000 (per Year) “OrHeR ComMMERCIAL AND Non- 
COMMERCIAL AIRCRAFT” OPERATIONS From WASHINGTON NATIONAL AIRPORT 


Position of Civil Aeronautics Administration as to Advisability and Propriety of 
Exeluding All Non-Air-Carrier Operations From Washington National Airport 


The Civil Aeronautics Administration has made a study to determine the 
feasibility and propriety of excluding all non-air-carrier operations from Washing- 
ton National Airport. The conclusion reached as a result of that study is that it 
would not be advisable to take any such action in the absence of legislation indi- 
cating it to be the intent of Congress that the Washington National Airport be 
utilized solely for air-carrier operations. 

The principal reason for taking this position is that the exclusion of non-air- 
carrier operations at the Washington National Airport, in our opinion, would 
adversely affect civil aviation, particularly in the Washington area, and therefore 
would be inimical to the interests of the United States. his is so for the reason 
that such action would deprive business flying, a large and important segment of 
civil aviation, of needed airport facilities in the Washington area. 

The character of the civil-aircraft operations using Washington National Airport 
is predominantly that of the fully equipped business aircraft which operate under 
all-weather conditions in furtherance of the business activities which they repre- 
sent. Approximately 90 percent of all of these civil aircraft included in the 
32,000 count are equipped for instrument operation, and find it necessary to use 
Washington National if weather conditions are other than very good, hevenhy 
percent of these aircraft are of the multiengine category, and this percentage is 
tending to increase as the business fleet is increasing its ratio of multiengine 
aircraft. Stated another way, only 10 percent of these operations are not 
equipped for bad-weather flying and less than one-third are of the single-engine 
variety. 

Business flying is by far the largest segment of general aviation flight activity 
amounting in 1954 to 43 percent of all general aviation flying and twice the 
amount of the next largest category, pleasure flying. Moreover, the volume of 
business flying that year was nearly two-thirds of a million hours greater than 
the revenue hours flown in the same year by all United States scheduled airlines 
(domestic, international, and all-cargo operators). 

The term “business flying’ covers flying by corporations, companies, or indi- 
viduals in carrying out in their own aircraft the operations of theic given enter- 
prises or professions. It represents the use of an aircraft as a vehicle for the 
transportation of people or cargo, not for compensation, in the manner a company 
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or individual might use its own auto or truck. Corporations fly executives and 
technicians from one plant to another. Other companies fly merchandise stocks 
and badly needed repair parts from point to point. Sales personnel find that 
the aircraft enables them to handle a widely scattered territory more effectively. 
Farmers, ranchers, doctors, lawyers, and engineers are included among those 
who find the airplane useful in their business operations. 

Companies which own and operate aircraft in connection with their business 
activities cover a wide and diversified range of operations including manufac- 
turing, merchandising, banking, finance, construction, transportation, utilities, 
mining, and oil production. 

Business flying is not confined to the large, well-known companies, however. 
Thousatids of aircraft owned by smaller concerns, business partnerships, and 
individuals also engage in business flying. 

In .1954, business flying covered almost 553 million airplane-miles, or half of 
the entire general aviation airplane-miles logged during that year. The trend 
toward bigger and faster aircraft has caused aircraft-miles to increase faster 
than aircraft-hours and this trend is expected to continue in the future. Com- 
paratively, these business-flying airplane-miles were equivalent to the total 
revenue aircraft-miles flown in the same 12-month period by. all of the United 
States scheduled domestic air carriers combined. 

The 34,220 aircraft which did some business flying during 1954 ranged in size 
from small 2-place models to large multiengine transport aircraft. Multiengine 
aircraft accounted for 20 percent of the hours of business flying. 

During 1955, some 61,372 general aviation aircraft flew a combined total of 
9,500,000 hours. In the same year, the fleet of the scheduled airlines of the United 
States numbered about 1,721 planes and logged 3,281,666 revenue aircraft-hours. 
Thus, the general aviation fleet, which includes business-flying aircraft, in 1955 
was about 44 times larger than the airline fleet and flew 3 times as many hours. 

This activity included a substantial volume of operations at WNA. For 
example, during a typical 2-day period in January of this year, a tabulation of 
non-air-carrier aircraft landing at WNA shows that some 80 different business 
firms were represented, with aircraft types ranging from the Piper Tri-Pacer to 
the B-26. The complete tabulation, including the names of the owners, the type 
of aircraft, and points of origin, is attached. 

This is a large and substantial portion of our air traffic, and we believe it would 
be unwise and unnecessarily restrictive to deny the use of WNA to this segment 
of aircommerce. As the Nation’s Capital, Washington must be readily accessible 
to businessmen whether they travel by air carrier or by their own aircraft. And 
in our opinion, there is no airport other than WNA which is located sufficiently 
close to the city of Washington to provide a reasonably convenient facility for 
members of the public having business in Washington and which is adequate to 
accommodate the larger aircraft used in business flying or any instrument weather, 

Furthermore, we are not aware that any major airport in this country excludes, 
by regulation or otherwise, a class of traffic, such as non-air-carrier aircraft or 
business aircraft, in favor of air-carrier aircraft. Some major aviation centers 
such as New York, Chicago, and Miami have more than one airport available so 
that a diversion of air traffic is possible. However, even these airports have more 
non-air-carrier traffic than does Washington National Airport. or instance, at 
Miami (Miami International Airport), during the fiscal year 1956, non-air-carrier 
aircraft represented 34 percent of all aircraft operations at that airport; at New 
York (La Guardia Field), 21 percent; at Los Angeles (Los Angeles Municipal 
Airport), 19 percent; and at Chicago (Midway Airport), 15 percent. The Wash- 
ington National Airport, on the other hand, had non-air-carrier aircraft operations 
representing only about 13 percent of its total traffic. 

Another reason for our position is that technical difficulties and problems 
inherent in the separation of classes of traffic at Washington National Airport 
would result in burdens upon our traffic control system and upon civil aviation 
generally that would far outweigh any benefits that might be derived therefrom. 

From a technical standpoint, it would be difficult to exclude all flights other 
than those of air carriers from landing at Washington National Airport and 
practically impossible to exclude only a part of the non-air-carrier class since 
traffic controllers could not check each member of a class in order to determine 
eligibility at any given time. To attempt this would place upon the already 
overburdened air traffic controller a major operation problem. 

Even if such discrimination were enforced at Washington National Airport our 
study has shown that this would not make possible any appreciable increase in 
the operations of the air carriers during peak hour periods or during instrument 
weather conditions since non-air-carrier aircraft represent only 10 percent.of such 


Fray NRE Ree 


Ae ERE RE 








: 
t 
} 
; 
' 
i 
; 





ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR WASHINGTON AREA 65 


traffic. True, the air carriers could and, no doubt would, increase their peak-hour 
and instrument weather arrivals and departures and thus increase and improve 
their service to airline passengers. However, such increase would accommodate 
only a small percentage of the air carrier operations which now must be deferred 
during such periods. 

Still another reason for our position is that, from a legal standpoint, there is 
considerable doubt that the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics has the statutory 
authority to deny the use of the landing area of WNA to nonair carrier users in 
view of the public policy enunciated in sections 301, 302, and other seetions.of the 
Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938. The expenditure of public monies in the develop- 
ment and operation of CAA air navigation facilities, including the Washington 
National Airport, which was built under the authority contained in section 302, 
is based upon the premise that Congress desires to encourage and foster the 
development of civil aeronautics and air commerce in the United States and has 
found this aim to be in the public interest. Since this policy of Congress is not 
limited to the encouragement and development of air navigation facilities for air 
carriers and the air transportation industry, but includes facilities for all segments 
of aeronautics, such as flying for pleasure, business flying, contract air carriage, 
and air cargo operations, the CAA has not taken steps to exclude any class of 
users from the airways, landing areas, or other air navigation facilities established 
under the act. 

Thus far, it has been the policy of the CAA, in operating Government-owned 
air navigation facilities, to make them available to all operators of aircraft on a 
“first come, first served’’ basis (except, of course, in emergencies). This practice 
is not unique at WNA. It applies to all CAA-operated air transportation facilities 
and at all points where air traffic control is exercised by the CAA. 

In addition to the legal consideration noted, it is possible that a member of a 
class denied use of WNA could contend successfully that such exclusion was con- 
trary to the provision of section 303 of the Civil Aeronautics Act which reads: 
“There shall be no exclusive right for the use of any landing area or air navigation 
facility upon which Federal funds have been expended.’’ The Attorney General 
in an opinion dated June 4, 1941, stated that “‘the term ‘exclusive right’ as used 
in the section [303] was intended to describe a power, privilege, or other right ex- 
cluding or debarring another or others from enjoying or exercising a like power, 
privilege or right. * * * The provision is clearly applicable to any right for the 
use of a landing area or an airport in civil aeronautics which is exclusive in 
character. 

“Accordingly, it is my opinion that the grant of an exclusive right to use an 
airport for a particular aeronautical activity, such as an air carrier, falls within 
the provisions of section 303 of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 proscribing any 
exclusive right for the use of any landing area.”’ 

In summation, as a result of our study we have concluded that the exclusion 
of non-air-carrier-aircraft operations from the Washington National Airport 
would: (1) adversely affect civil aviation by depriving business flying of needed 
airport facilities in the Washington area and therefore prove inimical to the best 
interest of the United States; (2) unnecessarily hamper the activities of a large 
and important segment of Washington air commerce; (3) create additional 
technical air traffic control problems that would increase the workload of already 
overburdened traffic control personnel and equipment; (4) fail to relieve the 
peak-hour and instrument weather congestion problems at Washington National 
Airport to any appreciable extent; (5) be contrary to the public policy enunciated 
in the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938; and (6) be contrary to the general practice 
of “‘first come, first served,’ prevailing throughout the United States, in the 
operation of Government air navigation facilities and services. 

In view of the foregoing we have concluded that it would be inadvisable to take 
any action to exclude all non-air-carrier aircraft from the Washington National 
Airport in the absence of legislation indicating it to be the intent of Congress that 
the Washington National Airport be utilized solely for air carrier operations, 
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TABULATION OF BusINESS AIRCRAFT LANDINGS AT WASHINGTON NATIONAL 
AtRPorT FoR A 2-Day PERIOD 


Jan. 16, 1957 





Type Owner 











| Arrived from— 

Aero Commander. -.-.--- leh I es hin sees n ncaa aheen nerealps Baltimore, Md. 
EN a deat bis EN MAMI con cepne sid Gucnmapeneeness Pottsville, Pa. 

SS et dnigtend Uhlan adie California Eastern Airlines_._...............-...-.| Oakland, Calif. 

_. Midcsétlnevddanpe A. Te eee Green. Li es i ok ed Richmond, Va, 

Seis inf Jéue| SONG AWE s its -+<54-5- pc eb bined gus + 45a eee ee 
Bostwick Aircraft.............---- > Millville, N. J. 

Neil November... ....------ - Richmond, Va. 


Continental Motors... __- 





Muskegon, Mich. 


Satna ©, Brenna Ua.» . - 5 2s0i2 4555-05, Chicago, Il. 
I i Bll as denna New Castle, Del. 
BOER POPE ccn~ neces Ree ascents heceie<> Le, a. 7 
EPL LOLS al eB uehuake vob buinewtageie | Parkersburg, W. Va. 
es iat Sahncd adhe nnahclet- ony dadhesinp tick | Louisville, Ky. 
Goodyear Tire- Tile fishies bape lenlitp wighidhie obeine a | Akron, Ohio. 
Service Pipe ee aakeaes seKlees Tulsa, Okla. 
i. ES PER 15 TSS EERE aseates Toe | Hagerstown, Md. 
Ryder Systems - eccbecosdncdcshavae| MEME, BER 
Pittsburgh Consolidated Coal.......-.--..---..--- | Pittsburgh, Pa. 
Atlantic Aviation. : ALAS RAS BRS SU 
.| Jewell Ridge Coal OAs. S09 baa Al Tazewell, Va. 


Glenn Martin..............--------.----....-.--..| Baltimore, Md. 
Kudner Agency, Inc...-----...---.---------------]| New York, N. Y. 








ee rd net ale cigiacdaticene > ent Cincinnati, Ohio. 
DS, Gi ee dad. ca bd wseL do ciwudbscet oN New York, N. Y. 
Pratt & Whitney _-...-.--.-- iptmacubeg axe hes kal Hartford, Conn. 
Kewanee Oil Co__.._....--.- -------------+--| Philadelphia, Pa, 
Tennessee Gas & Transmission _ os ecewet, SEOeINON, Bek. 
Federated Department Stores_._.............-..-- Cincinnati, Ohio. 
Bendix Aviation. _...............-..-...------.-.-| Detroit, Mich. 
J. H, Whitney---.--..- RTE nasheeds leapididenteal Zanesville, Ohio. 

| Procter & Gamble 7 aes eae Cincinnati, Ohio. 
CAND ON. Sele. elit cn et Slee ee ab | New York, N. Y. 
Cnet TIER. 6.4 os dsceb cai dschiinedspbact Do. 
National Cash Register-__.........---- ee | Dayton, Ohio. 
National Dairy Products.............-..---------- | Richmond, Va. 
Monsanto Chemical Co. -..-.....-----.-.--------.- | St. Louis, Mo. 
Coca-Cola_- chbsddlee~thh-~ 44a penne aids Hie—n New York, N. Y. 
Kimberly-Olark.............-...........-......| Oshkesh, Wis. 
Southern Aero-._-_-- pibibiadiintg wih iesintiieenntcuhine | Richmond, Va. 
United States — Up db sews enc ed ULL OO eee OT, 
Esso chiveté ‘ + al Do. 
RR eat | Los Angeles, Calif. 

| Colonial Stores_- BFS eee, ahs rte AEE | Savannah, Ga. 

| Royal Canadian Air Force__-........---..-.------ | Trenton, Ontario, Canada, 
Continental Can_--....----- ae tise bis. Ahegint= | New York, N. Y. 





Nore.—The above-listed aircraft in addition to the crew carried approximately 124 passengers. 
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Jan. 17, 1957 


























Type | Owner Arrived from— 
Aero Commander... ----. | IBM CNG. cons iv'k ccevasacntpessdieeeas Poughkeepsie, N. Y. 
DG pudkastevesbonsees | Diversified Properties............-........s...-.-- Baltimore, Md. 
SircedmediGuciaaehe ARB a. RAR ae GE Sel ee Do. 
Do. . 5 isddlesasiote Methods Engineering Council....-..-.......-.---- Pittsburgh, Pa. 
SE YRS? Aeroquip, CORP. -» q.0--n-cccencnnpannsqne-nsanseese | Jackson, Mich. 
ApSehe. 2.66.2. 0. inal | Paper AmOrait. iin. oot ib disses cel sisi. ik. | Lock Haven, Pa. 
Pade negmmeh’ Pittsburgh Consolidated Coal._.......-...--.--..- Pittsburgh, Pa. 
rg eh Rae eerie | General ORIN ose care esccébecntes ndscucteatae West Chester, N. Y. 
Atlantic A Win 0Riisain 5. cdssedin cadsscndeageie~ dis Boston, Mass 
1] ERRNG FONE, poiscckn atin eghgubiarsbebtpetubiiad Ambler, Pa 
ad Sd dcwevadatahe A, MEP. Mien. An cn bad eke Jo 5) EO ee 
| WRU oa tn chee cdtetdsessumdpetaseonniud Greenwich, Na 
| ©, WEEE nicudevenaleersnmnnesinasia~ioprestaneiiie New York, N. Y. 
Atlantic Aviation Ww ilmington, Del. 
| Naylor ecieincariiied Meaendie (Not shown.) 
National Homes Co! Lafayette, Ind. 
Slone Hosiery Mills, High Point, N. C. 
| Olin-Mathieson-.. New York, N. Y. 
H. W. Lay & Co__-. Atlanta, Ga. 
|W ayne i, 1 ae Salisbury, Md. 
| Fe Pi Btevensls 25 cess Greenville, 8. C. 
: Bod ee a re ee Teterboro, N. J. 
DOs <3. .-pdne-pdbonset tet EC hnnnnnodvanbdctaahebanteendeadadins Cleveland, Ohio. 
DO. cg AV a | Perfect Cirele Oorp . - 2. chi ic. seetsceds Vandalia, Ohio. 
DOS 4. cp63 gre <tento~cecd th DONE OO Sco hece ne dsbedeete eebbcedineh baeaee New York, N. Y. 
WEP ccealasuwodeaaie DSU eviso'hnialhne-5g0hit Oilioncean tem cnkpapetesniinsenae ate Do. 
Osi s3iksd: 4 Was8 | Olin-Mathieson Chemical Co... ....--20-..--.---- Do. 
Nt Da ain Septuitini al Ri | Grumman i illite a ee ciciet Bethpage, N. Y. 
BOs) dull dd cdcalbubs American Contract & Trust_................-..... Philadelphia, Pa. 
hastens anes thes | United States Industries. ............-.....-..--. Bridgeport, Conn. 
Ec wadieh ais earn TURE © TE EI. ncceconn ocean tekestinin Cleveland, Ohio 
Oj 66.0. i FS 1: Gemeral DORIS: 5. oie diidddcdhn dos 553065). ci Detroit, Mich. 
igs iis hia rn at | We REIL inane ARacemis enininnteteeenernal Columbus, — 
B.S adict {beds ! oe Ford Glass Co..<.................. Toledo, O 
Bt dak eee PL ey ER I TS Le ae Buffalo, we x. 
RE sw io tca apexes | Cluett- Peabody WS Oe. ics bce de sae New York, N. Y. 
Lockheed 18.....-.-.---- B..F. Goodrich......... Spend dae Shape baked Akron, Ohio. 
BI os wen nn enmeeanl CRD TI iinirtins ciniiledh cottanwaonenehianeianhaaiatid Boston, Mass. 
Wem 5360) cae (Jeuisen PGCE Ss 3 i SLL Gd Detroit, Mich. 
enh Ch cecedesenel OI natal contd bucndticieuatidiies iets New York, N. Y. 
i, Sea Bee RS IRR sco insacendsasdictunetsessodhevdekerneas Cleveland, Ohio. 
Piper Pacer. ............ | Lester Skinmer ......--..2---000.--nsnrennsssenees ne oo 
CONGUE < accncmaanebs Ss Ein WEEE SI iincdmcshtcchapanbesbcnguaiemene , Minn. 





Nore.—The above-listed aircraft carried approximately 109 passengers in addition to the crew. 
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FREIGHT ACTIVITY AT FRIENDSHIP 


Senator Hotzanp. You have made no effort to transfer any of that 
over to Friendship ? 

Mr. Pye. That is correct. 

Senator Hottanp. Has there been any effort made to transfer any 
of the freight-carrying commercial lines over to Friendship? 

Mr. Pye. It is my understanding, Mr. Chairman, that there was 
a tremendous increase in freight activity at the Baltimore ones 
However, I am just speaking now from hearsay. I think the Civil 
Aeronautics Board would be able to give you the proper information 
on that. 

Senator Hottanp. All right. Thank you. 

Secretary Roruscuimp. May I say one thing more before we finish ? 

Senator Hotianp. Yes, Mr. Secretary. 


GROUND TRAVEL TO AND FROM AIRPORTS 


Secretary Roruscuip. I think it is well at this time to start think- 
ing in terms of time rather than miles and speed in the jet age that is 
coming around. We are going to shrink the world pretty rapidly with 
these new aircraft. Just as an example we estimate that it will take 
about an hour and 45 minutes from Washington to Miami and less 
than that, 1 hour and 15 or 20 minutes, from Washington to Chicago. 
These very rapid travel times will attract even more travelers than 
the present aircraft do and it poses a question with me as to whether 
the traveling public in general would be interested in taking an hour 
and a few minutes airplane trip at the end of an hour or more auto- 
mobile ride, if they would not rather be served by a facility which 
would require substantially less ground travel time since they are 
going to be traveling through the air at such rapid rates. 

Senator Hotianp. Where did you get this hour or more travel time 
in this discussion? My understanding was that the testimony given 
us by CAA after actual tests indicated a very much less period of 
time than that for the transportation by automobile of persons from 
Friendship to Washington. 

Secretary Roruscuiip. In the area of fifty-some minutes, I believe, 
sir. 

Senator Hottanp. Well, the difference was 15 minutes, as TI recall 
the figures. We had test runs made, a good many of them. Will you 
state the facts on that, Mr. Pyle, if you have them ? 

Mr. Pye. I am afraid I will have to ask Mr. Howell, Mr. Chair- 
man. He has the facts. 


TEST RUNS 


Mr. Howe... The test runs made to both the Burke site and the 
Friendship Airport as contained in the transcript of the hearing 
before the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
dated July 21, 1955: The off-peak run to Friendship was made in 
4714 minutes using the Statler Hotel as a base in Washington. The 
peak period was 5414 minutes. The off-peak time to Burke over 
existing roads was 3214 minutes. It was estimated that that could 
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be reduced to 2914 minutes with the development of the access road 
that is proposed. The peak period time to Burke was 3914 minutes 
with an estimated reduction to 3614 minutes over the limited access 
highway that is proposed to the site. 

Senator Hottanp. Then there was exactly a 15-minute difference 
on existing highways in transportation from the proposed site at 
Burke to the Statler as contrasted with transportation from Friend- 
ship. 

Mr. Howetu. That is correct. 

Senator Hotianp. That is what I thought I recalled. 

Mr. Howett. With the estimate of further reduction of a further 
gap in that time with the development of the access roads. 

enator Hotitanp. What estimate do you have in there for reduc- 
tion of time in Friendship due to the construction of the new highway ? 

Mr. Howett. There is no estimate on that. 

Senator Hotzanp. There is such a highway under construction, as 
we were told last year. Is it Route 29? At any rate, I wish you 
would check further on that and then amplify your answer if it 
requires amplification, having that in mind. 

Mr. Howetu. Yes, sir. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


Repuction IN TIME TO FRIENDSHIP DuE TO New Hienway 


A review of the testimony presented at the 1956 hearings of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee shows that the construction referred to is the Kenil- 
worth interchange on the Washington-Baltimore Parkway. This interchange, 
with other improvements, will afford a connection between the East Capitol 
Street Bridge and the parkway. The possible saving of time in driving to 
Friendship Airport, using these new facilities, was discussed with highway 
representatives of the District of Columbia. It was pointed out by them that 
there would be no saving in time from 16th and K Streets (the center of the 
downtown hotel area) since this route was not the most convenient and most 
direct route from the 16th and K area to Friendship Airport. It was pointed 
out, however, that the new facilities would reduce the driving time from south- 
east Washington to Friendship Airport. 


SHIRLEY HIGHWAY CONGESTION 


Senator Hotianp. Of course, are you not assuming that the amount 
of traffic going to Burke is going to be about comparable to that which 
now moves there before there is any development there to attract 
thousands of cars, particularly in the peak times of travel? 

Mr. Howrtz. The area will attract a considerable number of cars. 
Tn our early studies of the site we were told by the Bureau of Public 
Roads that the traffic solely to the airport itself based on actual counts 
at Washington National Airport would not be sufficient to significantly 
overcrowd any existing highway, specifically Shirley Highway. 

Senator Hotianp. You mean you have not been told that the exist- 
ing Shirley Highway is greatly overcrowded at certain times of the 
day now? The people in my office must be giving me very false 
explanations. 

_ Mr. Hower. I do not mean to leave that impression with you, 
Senator. The volume of traffic using Washington National is to the 
best of my recollection some 7,000 vehicles a day. That amount of 


traffic to Burke would not of itself cause any further congestion on 
Shirley Highway. 
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Senator Smrrn. What about the bridges? 

Mr. Howetu. Well, living in Virginia, I can certainly subscribe 
to the need for new bridges. 

Senator Hotzianp. I think what the Senator may have had in mind 
was the question of whether or not those bridges occasionally added 
delay which you have not computed. 

Mr. Hower. They would be reflected here in both the on- and off- 
peak travel times to the Burke site. 

Senator Hotxanp. All right. Thank you, sir. 

Now, we will come to CAB, gentlemen. 


Crvit, AERONAUTICS Boarp 


STATEMENTS OF JOSEPH H. FITZ GERALD, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF 
AIR OPERATIONS; ROBERT G. CARNAHAN, CHIEF, GENERAL 
RULES DIVISION, BUREAU OF SAFETY REGULATIONS ; FRANKLIN 
M. STONE, GENERAL COUNSEL; AND A. ANDREWS, BAO STAFF 


CORRESPONDENCE WITH BOARD CHAIRMAN 


Senator Hotzanp. On July 30, 1956, the chairman of the full Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, Senator Hayden addressed a letter to Hon. 
James R. Durfee, Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board, dealing 
with this subject matter and I quote from that letter a wording which 


I think was identical to that that appeared in the letter to the CAA 
as follows: 


It is intended to defer until later in the year any hearings which may be held 
by the special subcommittee looking into this matter. In the meantime, how- 
ever, it is requested and expected that you will give your full cooperation toward 
early consideration for adoption of the proposed alternatives, in whole or in 
part. Admittedly, one or several of these alternatives would have to be used 
even if construction at the Burke site started tomorrow. 


I ask that the whole letter be included in the record and the reply 
from Chairman Durfee I also place in the record. Perhaps the meat 
of that reply is as follows: 


Although the Board plans to move promptly to get the formal proceeding 
under way, the Board has indicated to the carriers that it will look with favor 
on applications by the carriers filed pursuant to section 202.3 of the Board’s eco- 
nomic regulations to voluntarily serve Washington through Friendship Airport 
in addition to Washington National Airport. If the carriers are receptive to 
this suggestion, the Board plans to discuss this problem informally with them. 
Otherwise, the Board will move ahead promptly with its formal investigation. 


(The letters referred to follow :) 
JuLy 30, 1956. 
Hon. James R. DURFEE, 
Chairman, Civil Aeronautics Board, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to the motion adopted by the Committee on 
Appropriations during the consideration of the second supplemental appropria- 
tion bill, I have appointed the honorable Spessard L. Holland as chairman of 
a special subcommittee of five to study the question of additional airport facili- 
ties fur the Washington area. 

The other members of the special subcommittee are as follows: 

Hon. Warren G. Magnuson 
Hon. John Stennis 

Hon. Margaret Chase Smith 
Hon. Charles EB. Potter 

It is apparent from the results of the floor debate in the Senate that the Sen- 
ate sustained the committee position, as expressed by Senator Holland, to ex- 
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plore the situation at Burke more fully than it has been explored since 1950 and 
likewise to insist that the interim, or alternative, measures be tried out so that 
actual operation will show what relief can be obtained from them. In the course 
of the hearings on the supplemental budget request for $34,700,000 with which 
to begin construction of the additional Washington airport at Burke, Va., it was 
obvious that, during an approximately 3- to 4-year period of construction, various 
measures of interim relief would be necessary to alleviate congestion at the 
present Washington National Airport. 

It is intended to defer until later in the year any hearings which may be held 
by the special subcommittee looking into this matter. In the meantime, how- 
ever, it is requested and expected that you will give your full cooperation 
toward early consideration for adoption of the proposed alternatives, in whole 
or in part. Admittedly, one or several of these alternatives would have to be 
used even if construction at the Burke site started tomorrow. The Senate Com- 
mittee on Appropriations feels that it is entilted to have information on the re- 
sults obtained from the use of one or more of such alternatives before committing 
the Federal Government to the expenditure of the $50 million or more required 
to complete the Burke airport. 

It is requested that the Senate Committee on Appropriations be promptly 
advised with regard to the actian taken by you in connection with the request 
of July 9 by the Secretary of Commerce for the designation of Friendship 
International Airport as an alternate for Washington National Airport. Your 
early response will be appreciated. 

Yours very sincerely, 
CarRL HAYDEN, Chairman. 

P. S.—I enclose herewith copies of letters, similar to the above, which I have 
sent today to the Secretary of Commerce and the Air Transport Association. 


Civi AERONAUTICS Boarp, 


Washington, July 31, 1956. 
Hon. Carn HaypDEN, 


United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR HAYDEN: On July 30, 1956, the Board issued an order and press 
release relating to the question of air service to Washington, D. C., through the 
Friendship Airport. Enclosed for your information is a copy of the order and 
press release. You will note that the Board instituted a formal proceeding pur- 
suant to sections 401, 404, and 1002 of the Civil Aeronautics Act to determine 
whether Washington, D. C., is receiving adequate air service through the Wash- 
ington National Airport and whether the public convenience and necessity re- 
quire the authorization of airline service to Washington through Friendship 
Airport in addition to Washington National Airport. 

Although the Board plans to move promptly to get the formal proceeding under 
way, the Board has indicated to the carriers that it will look with favor upon 
applications by the carriers filed pursuant to section 202.3 of the Board’s Eco- 
nomic Regulations to voluntarily serve Washington through Friendship Airport 
in addition to Washington National Airport. If the carriers are receptive to 
this suggestion, the Board plans to discuss this problem informally with them. 
Otherwise, the Board will move ahead promptly with its formal investigation. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES R. DURFEE, 
Chairman. 


Order No. E-10496 


UNItTep STATES OF AMERICA, CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD 
Washington, D. C. 


Adopted by the Civil Aeronautics Board at its office in Washington, D. C., 
on the 30th day of July 1956 


Docket No. 8148 


In the Matter of an Investigation of Service to Washington, D. C., Through the 
Washington National Airport, Pursuant to Sections 401 (h), 404 (a) and 
1002 of the Act. 

ORDER INSTITUTING INVESTIGATION 


The Board has made a study of the service presently being provided to 
Washington, D. C., through the Washington National Airport by the fourteen 
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domestic certificated air carriers which are authorized to serve Washington, 
D. C., on twenty different certificated routes. The Board has noted with some 
concern that the volume of traffic now moving and expected to move through 
the Washington National Airport during the next few years may tend to over- 
load the capacity of this airport. This may result in service to Washington 
through the Washington National Airport becoming inadequate. Also, the 
Secretary of Commerce has suggested that the Board exercise its powers under 
section 404 (a) of the Act to divert traffic, excessive to Washington National 
Airport, to the Friendship International Airport in nearby Maryland until such 
time as new airport facilities are commissioned for use. 

The Board, acting pursuant to sections 205 (a), 401 (h), 404 (a) and 1002 (b) 
of the Act, and finding that there are reasonable grounds for investigating the 
matter of adequacy of service to Washington through the Washington National 
Airport to determine: 

(a)Whether any domestic: certificated air carrier, authorized and required 
by the terms of its certificate or certificates of public convenience and necessity 
to furnish interstate air transportation to Washington, D. C., is providing safe 
and adequate service, equipment, and facilities in connection therewith; 

(b) If not, whether the Board should issue an appropriate order compelling 
any such air carrier in serving Washington, D. C., to make such use of the 
Friendship International Airport in addition to the Washington National Air- 
port so that the service to Washington, D. C., by such air carrier is in full 
compliance with the requirements for adequate service in section 404 (a) of the 
Act. 

(c) Whether the public convenience and necessity requires, and the Board 
should order, the alteration, amendment or modification of the certificate or 
certificates of public convenience and necessity of any domestic certificated air 
earrier, authorized and required by said certificate or certificates to furnish 
interstate air transportation to Washington, D. C., so as to provide that Wash- 
ington, D. C., shall be served through the Friendship International Airport in 
addition to Washington National Airport. 

ACCORDINGLY, IT IS ORDERED THAT : 

(1) Aninvestigation, assigned Docket No. 8148, be and it hereby is instituted to 
determine: 

(a) Whether any domestic certificated carrier, authorized and required by the 
terms of its certificate or certificates of public convenience and necessity to fur- 
nish interstate air transportation to Washington, D. C., is providing safe and 
adequate service, equipment, and facilities in connection therewith : 

(b) If not, whether the Board should issue an appropriate order compelling 
any such air carrier in serving Washington, D. C., to make such use of the 
Friendship International Airport in addition to the Washington National Air- 
port so that the service to Washington, D. C., by such air carrier is in full com- 
pliance with the requirements for adequate service in section 404 (a) of the Act; 

(c) Whether the public convenience and necessity requires, and the Board 
should order, the alteration, amendment or modification of the certificate or cer- 
tificates of public convenience and necessity of any domestic certificated air 
earrier, authorized and required by said certificate or certificates to furnish inter- 
state air transportation to Washington, D. C., so as to provide that Washington, 
D. C., shall be served through the Friendship International Airport in addition 
to Washington National Airport. 

(2) Said investigation be set down for hearing before an Examiner of the 
Board at a time and place hereafter to be designated ; 

(3) The following air carriers be made parties to this proceeding and a copy 
of this order be served upon them: 


Allegheny Airlines, Inc. National Airlines, Inc. 
American Airlines, Inc. Northwest Airlines, Inc. 
American Air Export & Import Co. Piedmont Aviation, Inc. 
Braniff Airways, Inc. Riddle Airlines, Inc. 
Capital Airlines, Inc. Slick Airways, Ine. 
Deita Air Lines, Inc. Trans World Airlines, Inc. 
Eastern Air Lines, Inc. United Air Lines, Inc. 


By the Civil Aeronautics Board: 
[sEAL] M. C. MuLwican, Secretary. 
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TRIAL OF ALTERNATIVE PROPOSALS 


Senator Hoxianp. Is Mr. FitzGerald here? Mr. Joseph H. Fitz- 
Gerald, the Director of the Bureau of Air Operations? 

Mr. FrrzGerap. Lam, sir. 

Senator Horan. Mr. FitzGerald, you have heard the reading of 
that letter, and I think you are familiar with the issues which the 
subcommittee and the full committee had in mind in requesting the 
cooperation of the CAB. I wish you would state in your own words 
just what you have done to accomplish any trial of the alternative 
proposals and what the result has been. 

Mr. FrrzGeraLp. Mr. Chairman, we did send out an order of inves- 
tigation on July 30, 1956, which involved all carriers serving the 
Washington Airport and setting down the case which would go into 
the question of adequacy of service at Washington National Airport. 
I might say back of that we did, of course, appear here in July 1955 
and testified that the growth of traffic was such in the Washington 
area that there was need for additional facilities in the future. At 
that time we were appearing specifically in relation to the building 
of an additional airport and the Board endorsed some action along 
that line. The problem that we were dealing with in our order of 
investigation was basically along these lines: whether Washington 
itself could be adequately served; was now being adequately served ; 
the possible interim use of Baltimore International Airport—this 1 is, 
within the scope of the investigation but not spelled out in the terms 
of the order—pending the construction of a new airport; or, in the 
alternative, if Congress were to decide not to build a new airport 
in Washington, what the problems of adequacy of service would be; 
and whether or not adequate service under such circumstances could 
be performed through Baltimore International Airport. Since that 
time the staff has been working on the problem and has held numerous 
conferences with the carriers and with certain civic groups looking 
toward the framing of a position to take in the investigation. 

Now, I do have a statement here if you wish to have me read it into 
the record, 

RESPONSIBILITIES OF BOARD 


At the outset it should be emphasized that the Civil Aeronautics 
Board has no statutory responsibilities for the development of airport 
facilities which may be nec ‘essary for the provision of air service to a 
community. The Board is, however, concerned that adequate air 
transportation service be provided through the available airport facili- 
ties to every community where air service has been certificated. 
Insofar as adequate air service to Baltimore, Md., and Washington, 
D. C., are concerned, the Board is interested in assuring that the citi- 
zens of Baltimore receive the type of air service suitable to their needs 
and that the citizens of Washington also receive air service suitable 
to their needs. However, the Board does not desire to subject the 
citizens of Baltimore to inconvenience in order to solve any problem 
of inadequate air service to Washington, nor does the Board desire 
to subject the citizens of W ashington to inconvenience to solve any 
problem of inadequate air service to Baltimore. 
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In assessing the problem of adequate air service to either Baltimore 
or Washington, the Board must view the problem wholly on economic 
grounds, relying on the air-traffic-control procedures to maintain 
proper levels of safety in relation to the actual use made of the air- 
ports at each of the communities. 


SERVICE TO WASHINGTON AND BALTIMORE AS SINGLE COMMUNITY 


The question is sometimes raised as to whether Washington and 
Baltimore should not be considered a single community for Eeupcsre 
of air service. If that were the case, any flight operated through the 
Washington National Airport would be considered as a flight serving 
Baltimore, and any flight operated through Friendship International 
Airport would be considered as a flight serving Washington. In such 
a situation both communities would be common rated. In my view 
such a course of action would not be of long-range benefit to either 
community. The citizens of each community are entitled to SAAR ae 
air service through the airport facility most convenient to it. Com- 
mon rating of the points would lose to each community the rate 
advantages it derives from geographical location. Thus today Balti- 
more because of its location enjoys a rate advantage on transportation 
to the north which in the case of a round-trip ticket to New York 
amounts to $5.17 savings in relation to Washington. Furthermore, 
under a common rated single community concept, the Washington 
citizen would have to arrange for his own ground transportation at his 
own cost for flights serving Washington through Friendship: simi- 
larly, the Baltimore citizen would have to arrange for his own ground 
transportation at his own cost for flights serving Baltimore through 
Washington National. 


ADEQUACY OF AIR SERVICE AT BALTIMORE, MD. 


On May 3, 1956, the Greater Baltimore Committee filed a complaint 
vith the Board seeking an investigation into the adequacy of air service 
at Baltimore through the Friendship Airport. On August 6, 1956, 
this petition was supplemented by additional statistical data. 

The Board’s procedures provide that such complaints will be re- 
viewed to determine whether there is a sufficient showing to warrant 
a formal] investigation. Such investigations which require public 
hearing involve substantial time and expense to all parties—the com- 
munity, the carriers and the Board—in a situation where satisfactory 
adjustment can consist simply of flight schedule changes. Therefore, 
the Board has found it advantageous to try to resolve adequacy of 
service complaints insofar as possible through informal means. 

Inadequacy of service at a point can be dealt with either by the 
certification of additional carriers or additional routes or by Board 
action to assure that adequate services are performed over existing 
routes by the authorized carriers. During the past few years the 
Board has taken a number of actions granting new certificates to air 
carriers to serve Baltimore. The air carrier certifications for Balti- 
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more and Washington are remarkably similar and there appears to 
be no problem concerning the availability of necessary carrier authori- 
zations to serve Baltimore. It may be noted, however, that all 
authorized air services are not yet in operation. ‘The nub of the 
problem is whether the flights now operated through Friendship meet 
the requirements of the citizens of Baltimore for air services. Our 
staff analysis of this problem leads us to conclude that there is serious 
question whether Baltimore is presently receiving adequate air service. 

There are two additional factors which have some bearing on this 
question. The first is that the air carriers generally are currently 
experiencing a shortage of equipment, and as that is relieved, they 
will be in a better position to provide improved air service to Balti- 
more. The second is that the completion of the construction of the 
network of access roads will have a beneficial effect upon the use of 
Friendship by extending the area which the airport can conveniently 
serve. 


ADEQUACY OF AIR SERVICE TO WASHINGTON, D. C. 


On July 21, 1955, the then Chairman of the Board, Hon. Ross 
Rizley, testifying before the Aviation Subcommittee, Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, United States Senate, relative to 
their investigation of the Washington airport situation, stated: 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the Board is of the following opinion: Air carrier 
traffic at Washington National has already reached the point where a threat to 
adequacy of service is present. It is merely a matter of time when growth of 
air transportation service into and out of Washington will be throttled by lack 
of airport facilities. Friendship Airport may offer a slight aid to this situation, 
but we do not believe it is the answer. Accordingly, the Board is of the opinion 
that a second airport for the Washington area will be necessary in the near 
future if the full advantages of air transportation are to be realized. 


On July 30, 1956, after a suggestion by the Secretary of Commerce 
that excess flights at Washington National be diverted to Friendship 
until new airport facilities could be constructed, the Board, exercis- 
ing the only statutory powers it has in this respect, instituted an 
investigation into the adequacy of air service at Washington. Essen- 
tially the question raised are whether air carrier service at Washington 
is Inadequate, and if so, whether the Board should order any carrier 
to make use of Friendship in addition to Washington National if that 
will result in remedying any inadequate service to Washington. From 
both a legal and evidentiary point of view this is a very difficult 
proceeding. 

OPINION OF AIR CARRIERS 


A number of informal steps have been taken in connection with 
this proceeding since its institution. The staff has had correspondence 
with each of the carriers authorized to serve Washington and has 
conferred with them jointly concerning various coordinated measures 
that might be undertaken to meet the objectives of the Board’s investi- 
gation. However, the air carriers are of the opinion, based upon their 
traffic experience, that the traveler desiring air transportation to 
Washington will not make use of flights operated through Friendship. 


FORMAL HEARING NECESSARY 


I might say as a result of the numerous conferences which we have 
held at the staff level with the carriers and with community repre- 
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sentatives that in our opinion, in the absence of construction of another 
airport, the Board will have to proceed with its investigation and hold 
a formal hearing. : 

In that hearing, it will be necessary for us to go into the question 
of the extent to which people are being inconvenienced in coming to 
Washington and being served through the Washington National 
Airport. In my opinion—and I state that with qualification because 
this is the first major case of adequacy of service which the Board has 
had to try—it is going to be an extremely difficult thing, first, to 
measure the degree of inadequacy that exists at the present time in 
terms of just how much the public is being inconvenienced; it is also 
going to be extremely difficult to devise solutions which in our opinion 
are going to provide alternative methods of service which the traveling 
public will find convenient. 

We recognize that Washington as the Capital of this Nation has 
people coming from every city and every State in the Nation fre- 
quently. We believe that in handling our own jurisdictional function 
and in »dvising the Congress we must, because of Washington’s posi- 
tion as the Capital and because of the tremendous amount of transpor- 
tation to and from this city, be extremely careful to advise and to de- 
vise solutions which will provide a real measure of convenient trans- 
portation to the public. 

At the present time the staff is completing its studies and we hope 
that we will be able to move forward rather promptly in the future. 
I might say in addition that as an adequacy of service problem, a 
resolution of the question probably does not require the same degree 
of urgency in an overall sense as a resolution of the question as to 
whether or not we are to have another airport. Airports take 3 years 
to build, at least. If a carrier comes in tomorrow and says that it 
wishes to serve Washington through Baltimore, or to any other point, 
or on all of their flights, that is a matter which can be handled rea- 
sonably promptly. 

We also believe that within the framework of the time in which a 
case before the Board would take it will be possible for us to deal 
with this question before there is substantial inconveniencing of the 
public at Washington. 





ATTITUDE OF BOARD 


Senator Hottanp. In other words, you take the position that we 
should go ahead and build the airport before asking the CAB to make 
an uncomfortable decision; is that your position ? 

Mr. FirzGrraxp. No, sir: it is not. From the Board’s standpoint, 
I think that we have a case before us which deals with the adequacy. 
If the decision is not made, if it is merely delayed, I believe the 
Board’s obligation and powers dealing with adequacy of service extend 
to the finding of an interim decision until a final resolution is made 
by Congress. 

When Congress has made a final decision, then it will be the duty 
and function of the Board to take that fact into consideration and 
provide the best possible service pattern that can be devised under 
the circumstances. 

Senator Hottanp. Of course, I agree with you completely, but the 
thing that you have overlooked is that the Congress moved to have 
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that interim trial last July and so far you have done nothing at all 
to effect that interim trial, from your own statement. 

Mr. FrrzGeraup. Mr. Chairman, I don’t think the matter lies quite 
in that framework. We have added by certification a number of car- 
riers into the area. We have extended the authorizations of existing 
carriers into the Baltimore area. That is dealing with the Baltimore 
problem of adequacy of service to Baltimore. 

Senator Ho~tanp. However, did you not say, in effect, that the 
problem of your making a decision was not as immediate and did not 
require as prompt action as the immediacy of the need to get ahead 
with a second airport for Washington ? 

Mr. FrrzGerap. No. 

Senator Hottanp. And that you preferred, therefore, that that 
action be taken first ? 

Mr. FirzGeratp. No. 

Senator Horzanp. I understood you to make that kind of a state- 
ment. 

Mr. FirzGrrarp. I said that the construction of an airport would 
involve a number of years so that obviously in deciding whether to 
build an airport or not, Congress must look ahead and determine what 
the adequacy or inadequacy ‘of service will be 3 or 4 years ahead. To- 
day, for example, the service to Washington may be fully adequate 
through Washington National, at least more adequate than any other 
remedy which we could put into effect today. 


REQUEST BY CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE 


Senator Hotxianp. To repeat what I said a moment ago, it seems 
to me that you have taken the position that a staff study may continue 
indefinitely. You have said that we will have a report some time in the 
near future, but you do not give us any date, and that in the meantime 
the immediate problem is to get the construction of the new secondary 
airport underway, which you regard as a much more immediate and 
pressing problem than the necessity for you to make a decision at CAB. 

Of course, that overlooks entirely the request made of you by a 
committee of Congress, which was that you try out in the interim pro- 
posals that were available for the information of the Congress. Ap- 
parently you think Congress is serving the CAB instead of the other 
way around. That was not the way L understood it. 

Mr. FrrzGeravp. Mr. Chairman, if that is the implication to be 
drawn from my remarks, I apologize. I certainly had no such inten- 
tion. 

Senator Hotianp. No apology is necessary. I want you to be 
very frank and I do not want any change made in that testimony, 
Mr. Reporter. I want it to be just that way, because it is very appar- 
ent, Mr. FitzGerald, that you want Congress to make up its mind 
before the CAB, and that thereafter there will be ample time for the 
CAB to make up its mind. The CAB is a branch of the legislative 
arm of the Government, set up to take burdens off of Congress. That 
is the only justification for its existence, to give service to the public 
that the Congress in this complicated day cannot give. 

It seems to me that you have exactly the opposite view of this 
problem, which I, at least, thought was fundamental to the setting 
up and the functioning of the C AB, and if you have that view, I 
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think it would be interesting for the Congress to learn it. I am inter- 
ested to hear about it. 

I will probably have to study the legislation creating the CAB 
again to refresh my own mind as to just who created who and for 

what purpose. All right. 

niles FrrzGrratp. Mr. Chairman, that is the furthest thought from 
my mind, and I was just trying to give assurance to the Congress that 
as we could judge it at the moment, the service through Washington 
was not of such a critical nature, and that it was possible w ithin the 
framework as this case is proceeding to give all parties full and 
ample opportunity to appear and be heard, and for the Board to 
reach a decision that there would be adequate service for Washington. 

This was the point I was trying to make, and I am sorry that I 
spelled it out so poorly that it was misunderstood. 

Senator Hotianp. I do not think it was misunderstood. I think I 
ean understand plain language and I think you used it very well, 
indeed. I think we understand now that the reason for not car rying 
out the request of the Congress by CAB was that CAB had deter- 
mined that the performance of its function is not of such immediate 
importance as the Congress thought it should be and as the Congress 
desired it to be in order that we might have immediate information. 


CAB STAFF REPORT 


One more question I would like to ask. I understood you to say that 
the staff analysis is underway. I assume it has been underway since 
shortly after July 30 of last summer and that sometime in the near 
future you will have a report to make. Can you give us a more definite 
date for that ? 

Mr. FrrzGeratp. We can prepare and will be happy to prepare a 
report for you, sir, and we will do it promptly. You might like to 
have me amplify the record with respect. to what steps we have taken, 
because I think they are important. 

Senator Hortzanp. We would certainly like to know, and we would 
like to feel that the CAB, when requested urgently by Congress, would 
render us some help in solvi ing a decision, and is anxious to be helpful 
and proceed to do so. 


COMMITTEE REQUEST OF CAB 


Senator Porrer. Mr. Chairman, could I ask what did we request 
the CAB to do? 
Senator Hoiianp (reading) : 


it is requested and expected that you will give your full cooperation toward 
early consideration for adoption of the proposed alternatives in whole or in 
part. Admittedly, one or several of these alternatives would have to be used 
even if the construction of the Burke cite started tomorrow. The Senate Com- 
mittee on Appropriations feels that it is entitled to have information on the 
results obtained for the use of one or more of such alternatives before com- 
mitting the Federai Government to the expenditure of the $50 million or more 
required to complete the Burke airport. 


As I get it from this witness, nothing has been done to bring this 
question to a head. I can understand that. It is a complex question, 
but I cannot understand the attitude of the witness speaking for the 
Board saying that Congress’ duty is more immediate and should be 
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performed, and the Board will have ample time thereafter to make its 
decision on any question of adequacy that is then presented. 
Have you any questions, Senator Smith or Senator Potter ’ 
Senator Smiru. No; I have no questions at the moment. 
Senator Porrer. I have no questions. 
Senator Hotzanp. Did you have another witness here, Mr. Fitz- 


Gerald? 
STEPS TAKEN BY BOARD 


Mr. FrrzGeratp. Mr. Chairman, would you like us to put in the 
record the steps which we have taken ? 

Senator Hotitanp. Very much. 

Mr. FrrzGeravp. As I say, lam extremely embarrassed by the inter- 
pretation which has been ‘placed on my remarks, because if I said 
them they certainly do not reflect the Board’s position. They could 
only be assigned to me, and for them I would have to take full respon- 
sibility. 

On July 30, 1956, which is the date on which the letter was sent to 
us, at that time we already, as I said, issued our order and we wrote 
on that date to the Seeretary of Commerce 


Although the Board will move promptly to get the formal proceeding under- 
way, the Board would look with favor upon applications by the carriers filed 
pursuant to section 202.3 of the Board’s economic regulations to voluntarily 
serve Washington through Friendship Airport in addition to Washington Na- 
tional Airport. 

If the carriers are receptive to this suggestion the Board would be glad to 
participate in a joint meeting with the carriers in order to arrive at a possible 
solution of this problem. Otherwise, the Board will be prepared to move ahead 
promptly with its formal proceeding. 


STUDY OF INTERIM MEASURES 


The staff, on August 21, sent out a letter to the carriers, which went 
from the Bureau, asking suggestions as to feasibility of serving Wash- 
ington through Friendship. We have received a series of replies from 
all the carriers, which came in between that date and September 13. 

After analyzing those and studying the problem, we came to the 
conclusion that we should propose a series of concrete proposals, 
which we did, and under date of December 4, 1956, we sent out a 
letter inviting the carriers to a meeting and asking their comments on 
nine possible interim measures. On December 12 we met with the 
carriers on these questions and ascertained their views and the prob- 
lems that they saw. 

I would be pleased to put in the record the questions which we have 
raised because they do deal directly with the problem. 

(The information referred to follows :) 

We would appreciate receiving at this meeting the comments of your company 
on the following possible interim measures: 


1. Transferring all cargo-only flights to Friendship. 

2. Transferring to Friendship all international flights (including Canada and 
Bermuda). 

3. A plan for routing some incoming flights to Friendship on instrument- 
landing days at Washington National when traffic is seriously backlogged, ac- 
companied by a plan for good ground transportation on such occasions. 

4. Establishing a restriction against service to Washington National and 
Friendship on the same flight. 











80 ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR WASHINGTON AREA 


5. Operating certain peak-hour flights out of Friendship if it becomes im- 
possible for Washington National to handle all peak-hour flights at the desired 
times. 

6. Transferring to Friendship all interchange flights now operated through 
Washington National. 

7. Providing dependable surface transportation between Friendship and the 
major Washington hotels as a means of encouraging use of Friendship. 

8. Transferring to Friendship all flights on which the first stop out of Wash- 
ington is more than 1,500 miles away. 

9. Operating out of Friendship all new flights where the origin or destination 
is Washington. 

The participation of a representative of your company in this meeting will 
be greatly appreciated, 
and soon. Those were the proposals which we believe are possibilities 
and which can be explored. 

Unfortunately, we are unable to achieve basic agreement among the 
carriers On any one or a substantial number of these particular pro- 


posals, which means that the issues have to go to hearing and trial. 


POSITION OF AIR CARRIERS 


Senator Hoitianp. I notice with a great deal of interest the last 
sentence in your prepared statement. It seems to me that the Board 
is advocating that it is the air-carriers’ responsibility for making a 
decision. I read that sentence: 

However, the air carriers are of the opinion, based upon their traffic experience, 
that the traveler desiring air transportation to Washington will not make use 
of flights operating through Friendship. 

Your decision and conclusion apparently is based upon what the 
carriers tell you before you have even had a hearing. 

Mr. FrrzGrratp. No, sir. This statement is simply a reporting to 
Congress of the position they have taken. The final determination, 
which is made after notice and hearing by the Board, will be the 
official and conclusive finding, but it hasn’t been made at this time, 
so that I put it in this form of simply reporting what they said to 
preserve, if you will, the judicial integrity of the Board in approaching 
this problem objectively and hearing all sides of the question before 
reaching a final decision. 

Senator Horianp. You do not mean by that sentence, then, to indi- 
cate that the Board accepts that statement on the position of the air 
earriers without going forward to exercise your own jurisdiction and 
responsibility ? 

Mr. FrrzGrratp. That is absolutely correct. 

Senator Hotianp. I am very glad to hear you say that. 

Are there other questions? 

Senator Porrer. The only comment I would have is, I would assume 
that action by the Board to carry out the alternatives as designated 
in the letter would be when a carrier came up for a new franchise, 
or maybe you have the authority to move in under an existing fran- 
chise to get them to serve the Washington area through the Friendship 
Airport, or have that as the Washington destination. 

Mr. FirzGrraxrp. That is a possibility. 

Senator Porrer. To take positive and affirmative action. 

Mr. FirzGerarp. That is one of the possibilities. 
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Senator Porrer. I can readily appreciate what might happen. I 
fly from Detroit to Washington, and end - in Baltimore. I probably 
would be a little unhappy if that took place. 

Senator Smirua. Mr. Chairman, is that not because you live over 
near the National Airport? ‘Those of us who live on the east side 
of the city might feel a little differently. 

Senator Porrer. [i imagine that is one of the reasons. It is a delicate 
problem for the CAB. 

Senator Hottanp. Coming from Florida, we find that the planes 
are booked up so heavily at. present we frequently cannot get on a 
plane that is coming to Washington, but we might be able to get on 
one that comes to Baltimore. If } part of the planes would be diverted, 
we might find it possible to get in here. As far as we are concerned, 
we would not regard it as material inconvenience to ride 15 minutes 
longer, which would probably be reduced in the case of most of us 
because most of us live in areas that are quite a distance from the 
National Airport and might be reached by roads that are more direct 
and quicker than routes to the Statler, for instance. 


RATE ADJUSTMENTS 


Senator Porrrer. There would be another problem, I would assume, 
of adjusting rates. If there are more air miles to fly from Detroit to 
Friendship than to Washington National, I would assume the airline 
would come in and say, “We want permission to adjust our rates with 
the additional travel.” Then the passenger in that eastern area would 
be a little unhappy there. He could make it up flying from New York 
to Washington, I assume, but I can readily see where it would be 
quick to open a hornet’s nest. 

Senator Hottanp. The only complaint I have, Mr. FitzGerald, is 
that apparently you people have not been able to do anything that 
covers any of the alternatives which we suggested or to give the 
committee or Congress any aid that we had hoped we could get from 
you, and that we requested of you. 

Mr. FirzGrrarp. I may say the problem of the Board taking action 
here is confined by two things. One is the procedures which we have 
to follow, which are quasi- judicial ; ; in other words, notice and hearing, 
so that if things are not done on a voluntary basis by calling in the 

carriers and getting a voluntary agreement, there is a necessary drag- 
ging out of the proe ceeding. 

This is an inevitable price we pay for having that kind of organi- 
zation. The other thing is that the Board’s jurisdic tion in this ec = 
is solely one dealing with the adequacy of service to a point, so tha 
in order to make a finding and to divert flights to another setaint 
we cannot just simply or der experiments. We cannot order that all 
flights from Chicago go to Baltimore. We can only go through a 
proceeding and determine that service to Washington is inadequate 
because of the lack of airport facilities and so on. 

Therefore, we have to find a solution for that inadequacy and order 
it into effect. That is an extremely difficult thing in this particular 
framework, in my opinion. I have to speak here as staff, and not for 
the Board, because the staff has worked with it and the Board has 
not. It is hard for me to say that a passenger seeking to come to 
Washington is unduly hampered or delayed because he has to hold 
on the ground in some emergency or something else. 
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WASHINGTON PROBLEM 


Basically, passengers are moving into Washintgon on time, and the 
problems that are engendered are usually under instrument condi- 
tions, and so on and so forth. We recognize at the same time we say 
that the overall problem is a very serious one for Washington, be- 
cause Washington is growing very, very rapidly. 

The demand for service is very great here and, while we have a 
conveniently located airport, we certainly have an airport which is 
inadequate in the matter of standards, so that something has to be 
done. Either the traffic is taken to Baltimore or it is partly taken to 
Balimore and we get a new airport, but something has to be done. 
We know that. 

However, we cannot resolve that easily or quickly within the frame- 
work of this existing case. That is our pieblens and we wish we were 
able to report more to you. We wish we could do more. 


QUESTION OF OFFICIAL TRAVEL 


Senator Hotianp. I want to make two observations for the record, 
and I am certainly not going to find fault with what you have just said. 

First, a great many people who come in here, the vast majority of 
them, are not coming on business at all. That I know from having 
traveled the planes so frequently and having found on those planes 
a normal amount of mother and children, younger servicemen going 
from one place to another, businessmen coming up here for conven- 
tions of one sort or another, the DAR ladies coming up for their 
annual convention, and numerous other things, which, while interest- 
ing, would hardly be termed official. 

It was argued on the floor of the Senate that this had to be done 
because of the official travel to Washington. The official travel to 
Washington is only part, in my judgment a very small part, of the 
total travel to Washington. 


PROXIMITY OF AIRIANE FACILITIES 


The second is this: The subject is being dealt with as if the Capital 
and the nearby hotels that house the people who come to the Capital 
were the only objectives, but these people are coming into Prince 
Georges County, coming into Montgomery, coming into Arlington 
and Fairfax Counties, and Loudon County, Alexandria, and all the 
areas around here, and many of those areas are as close or closer to 
Baltimore Airport than they are to the National Airport, much less 
the Burke Airport, which is well out in Virginia. The whole con- 
cept of the thing seems to be strangled by the idea that all we are 
doing is building up an adjunct to the better serving of those who 
have active appointments here with somebody at the Capitol. 

That is just a foreign concept. That is not true. It seems to me 
that the service to the general public that is coming into this area, 
which is 114 million people, or near that, is what should engage the 
attention and concern of the CAB, and I hope it will. I have no 
reason to think it does not, but. at least that was one of the strenuous 
arguments advanced on the floor of the Senate and perhaps in the 
committees last year. 





So PORTE sel 


AE OEE FA 


EER EC ORE SR NS 








ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR WASHINGTON AREA 83 


You ave dealing with a very large metropolitan population and 
much of it is closer to the Baltimore Airport tnan it is to the Burke 
Airport. if built there, and there is no way to escape that fact. We 
are sorry that you have not progressed far enough to give us some 
information along the lines we requested, but I would like to have 
some assurance from you as to when this hearing will be reached. 

Mr. FirzGeravp. Sir, I can get and submit for the record when the 
present scheduling would be. I do not know at this moment: exactly. 

Senator Hottanp, As it is, we are in the unfortunate situation of 
having had the agencies that represent the executive branch of Gov- 
ernment cooperate with us more fully than the agency which is part 
of the legislative branch of Government, and which is an arm of 
Congress, which I think is not.a pleasant position for the committee 
to be left in, and it is in that position, which we regret very greatly. 

Mr. FrrzGrrap. I would like to say a few things, if 1 might, at 
this point. Of course, the cargo flights have gone over to Baltimore. 
There is additional service being flown into Baltimore. Two airlines 
have nonstop flights from Baltimore now to Miami, and there is a 
general increase of flights into Baltimore, which are available to any- 
one who wishes to take them wherever they may live. 

Senator Horianp. Is any of that pursuant to action taken by the 
CAB? 

INCREASE IN TRAVEL 


Mr. FrrzGrraup. We have pressed the carriers, of course, along 
these lines. There is no formal order. There has been no hearing 
which has compelled that, and I think that that growth in traveling 
will continue. 

On the other hand, there are two points that I would like very much 
to stress. One is that our staff studies indicate that Baltimore itself 
is probably receiving inadequate service for its own needs. The 
other is that even though we authorize service to Washington through 
the Baltimore Airport, there is a very real problem in compelling 
the movement of flights which would result in a temporary decrease 
in load factors on the aircraft. The airlines themselves, when they 
are certificated to two points, obviously try to run as many flights 
into each point as are economically justified within the limits of 
equipment they have, and I think one of the problems which the com- 
munity has and one of the problems which the Board has in this case 
is that Baltimore is a new airport. It is developing a new complex 
of roads. The full development of that airport in terms of people 
getting accustomed to it and being conveniently connected to all parts 
of the areas which it should logically serve is one that takes time. 


INCREASE IN BALTIMORE SERVICE 


We recognize that Baltimore is going to get a tremendous increase 
in service. It is going to get that whatever solution is taken here 
with respect to additional airports. That is inherent in the situation. 
We envision that the geographical area served by Baltimore will be 
considerably expanded, 

As others do, I live out in the area past Bethesda, out toward Rock- 
ville, and obviously from my standpoint it would be more convenient 
to go to Baltimore if the access roads were completed, and I am sure 
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when they come I will probably go there for service, but today it is 
simply closer and quicker to go over to Washington National. Those 
are simply the kinds of facts that we have to struggle with and work 
with, and they are facts which in our opinion vastly complicate this 
problem, 

It is not one which we can solve quickly or easily, nor is it one where 
we have the power to order experiments to determine which way 
would be the most easy way to do it. 

Senator Hotzanp. Are there any other questions? 

We thank you, gentlemen. Is there another witness from the CAB 
who has a different subject to cover? 


OFFICIAL BOARD HEARING 


I wonder if we could have for the record a statement from the 
present Chairman of the Board indicating when he thinks official 
action or official hearings will take place? As I understand it, you 
haven’t even ordered a hearing; is that right? 

Mr. FirzGerratp. We instituted the order of investigation. It is 
a question of setting it down. 

Senator Hotianp. It has not been set down for investigation, much 
less has there been an order for hearing? 

Mr. FrrzGeratp. It is just a matter of setting that down. We first 
have gone through the phase of exploring all possibilities of reaching 
agreement between the carriers and the Board so that something could 
be done on a voluntary basis. That we do because, as I tried to point 
out in my written statement, that is a much more convenient and statis- 
factory way of doing it, if at all possible. That has not been possible, 
so we will now have to mark it for hearing and go to hearing on the 
issue. 

Senator Hotianp. I appreciate that, and if you will have the Chair- 
man advise us when they expect a hearing to be had so that we may 
cover that in our findings in our report, I will appreciate it. 

Mr. FirzGeratp. I will be delighted to. 

(The information referred to appears on p. 299.) 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR MONRONEY 


Senator Hotianp. I find here a statement from our colleague, Sen- 
ator Monroney of Oklahoma, in writing, which he had expected to 
present verbally. He has asked that it be incorporated in the record. 
This statement, I am sure, will be interesting to many who are here, 
and I will be quite agreeable to staying here long enough to have it 
read. 

Read the statement of Senator Monroney, please. 

Mr. Kennepy (staff member). Senator Monroney’s statement is as 
follows: 

“Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: I deeply regret 
that previously scheduled engagements in Oklahoma prevent me from 
appearing in person to testify at the hearings of the Aviation Sub- 
committee being held in connection with (1) Burke Airport; (2) 
joint use of Andrews Airfield by intermixing civilian and jet aircraft ; 
and (3) use of Friendship Airport at Baltimore, Md., as a coterminus 
airport for Washington, D. C. 
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“NEED FOR SECOND AIRPORT 


“I deeply appreciate your interest in this matter and the investiga- 
tion that your committee is making to seek a solution of Washington’s 
overcrowded airport and dangerous air-traffic conditions that exist 
there. 

“I feel that it is absolutely imperative that the Nation’s Capital 
have a second airport as soon as possible to relieve the congestion that 
now exists at the National Airport. 

“In the first place, Washington National Airport will not be in 
position to safely land and take off jet airplanes which will come into 
use in the next 15 months. The runways are so limited and the airport 
is so close to major governmental offices and highly developed business 
and residential areas that its use for the new type of aircraft makes 
it highly undesirable. 


“AUTHORIZATION FOR BURKE 


“The Burke site was not chosen by political and congressional action, 
but as a result of an authorization passed in 1950 by the Interstate 
Commerce Committees and by both Houses to locate a second airport 
for Washington. It was located after technicians of the CAA, after 
studying all surrounding areas near Washington, decided upon Burke 
as the best available site for an airport. This was back in 1950. A 
second airport was badly needed at that time to handle the rapidly 
increasing traffic. 

“FUNDS NOT APPROPRIATED 


“As the committee knows, authorization has been passed and titles 
to some of the land have been secured by CAA. Apparently because 
of the objections of some Members of Congress, the Appropriations 
Committee failed to make appropriations for acquisition of additional 
land and funds for construction of the airport. As far as I know, no 
adverse action was taken to either repeal or deny funds for the Burke 
Airport—they simply were not appropriated. 

“In 1954, sensing the emergency facing Washington, the Senate 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee held hearings again on 
this subject and urged again that CAA recheck the possibilities of all 
locations of the airport and recommend a suitable site, Burke or else- 
where, to eliminate the air traffic hazards that were then rapidly in- 
creasing, due to the phenomenal growth of air service. 


“INSTRUCTIONS TO DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


“We instructed the Department of Commerce, which is the control- 
ling agency over CAA, to then, after their study, recommend funds for 
Burke Airport construction or to offer a suitable alternative and to 
have their recommendations ready not later than January 1956. 


“ANDREWS AIR BASE RECOMMENDED 


“To our surprise, the Commerce Department first recommended 
Andrews Air Fares Base for joint use of civilian and military pur- 
poses. At the hearings of the Aviation Subcommittee that followed, 
testimony was almost unanimously given by airline pilots, airline 
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operators, as well as military authority opposing the joint use. They 
testified that intermixture of military jet tactical fighters with civil- 
ian planes was dangerous and unfeasible. In fact, such intermixture 
would have violated the rules of CAA governing airport use for civil- 
ian transport aircraft. 

“The proposal also lacked merit in that the growing traffic at 
Andrews Air Force Base would have made it impossible to take 
care of growing traffic there for both military and civilian aircraft 
for more than 1 or 2 years’ time. 

“If I remember correctly, the cost of civilian facilities for joint use 
would be many millions of dollars. Thus, it would be a very costly, 
dangerous and undesirable expense. Only if the Air Force were 
willing to vacate the base completely for tactical aircraft, would it 
be of average safety requirements for civilian operation. The Air 
Force investment is something like $100 million in this base and the 
ground facilities are not suitable for civilian use. If Andrews were 
taken for exclusive civilian use, most of the facilities built at great 
cost would be unused and undesirable. 


“USE OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


“Committees at various times have also heard the arguments for 
the use of Friendship Airport at Baltimore, Md., as Washington’s 
second airport. The use of this field to solve Washington’s problems 
did not seem feasible to the Aviation Subcommittee of the Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce Committee that had studied it because it was 
constructed to be convenient for use of Baltimore air passengers and 
not for those arriving or departing from Washington. 

“The estimated time between downtown Washington and Friend- 
ship Airport for motor travel alone is 1 hour. Allowing the neces- 
sary time for checking tickets and baggage, it would mean that the 
passenger would have to depart Washington almost an hour and 
15 minutes to an hour and a half plane departure time from the 
Baltimore airport. 

“TRAVEL PROBLEM 


“The Friendship Airport also presents problems other than incon- 
venience to Washington passengers. The main North-South air- 
traffic lanes cross at the end of the Friendship runways and this 
presents serious problems in landing in instrument weather. The 
density of traffic on these North-South traffic lanes is the highest in 
the country. 

“Since by elimination of the joint civilian and military use of 
Andrews Air Force Base—which presents serious safety problems 
and is no solution for long-time air-traffic needs in Washington—and 
since Friendship Airport of Baltimore is not properly located to serve 
the needs of Washington, and would cause more than an hour’s 
delay for all passengers, both coming and going, it is highly necessary 
that. Congress approach the need for building a second airport for 
the Nation’s capital. 
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““NEED FOR JET AIRPORT 


“A field capable of handling jet transports is badly needed. If it 
is not built, the Nation’s Capital will not have any jet schedules that 
can reach us. For example, jet passengers traveling to Chicago will 
probably take about 1 hour and 15 minutes between airports. Air 
travel to Miami, Fla., a very high density traffic run from Washington 
Airport, will consume only about an hour and 45 minutes. Planes 
for travel to New York City require an hour between airports. 

“Tt will be difficult to explain to Chicago, Florida, or New York 
passengers why the Congress, by their action, has forced an additional 
hour of ground travel, nearly as much, in some cases, as the time con- 
sumed in flying these distances, on them to travel to the Nation’s 
Capital. 

“INTERCHANGE OF TRAFFIC 


“Another important consideration is the interchange of traffic, that 
is, changing from one plane to another. This traffic totals from 20 to 
25 percent. Burke Airport, located on the same side of Washington 
as Washington N ativeal Airport, would permit this interchange be- 
tween airlines within a matter of about 20 minutes. The distance for 
such interchange between Washington and Friendship, however, 
would easily consume 1 hour to 1 hour and 35 minutes. Thus, this 
long ground travel time to Friendship would determine the buildup 
of scheduled service to Friendship because of difficulties of transfer- 
ring between the two airports. 

“Thank you for giving me the opportunity of presenting this state- 
ment. I trust that a rapid determination for the solution of Wash- 
ington’s growing airport problem will be forthcoming from your 
committee.” 

Senator HoLttanp. We will meet at 10 o’clock in the morning, when 
we will proceed to hear witnesses from the Washington Board of 
Trade or any semipublic or private agencies interested in the estab- 
lishment of the airport at Burke. 

The committee will rise until 10 o’clock in the morning. 

(Whereupon, at 4:15 p. m. Wednesday, January 16, 1957, the sub- 


committee recessed, to reconvene at 10 a. m. Thursday, January 17, 
1957.) 
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ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR 
WASHINGTON AREA 


THURSDAY, JANUARY 17, 1957 


Unrrep Srares SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m. in room F-39, 
the Capitol, Hon. Spessard L. Holland (chairman of the subcom- 
mittee) presiding. 
Present: Senators Holland, Smith, and Potter. 


ApprrionAL Arrport FActILities 


OPPOSITION TO BURKE, VA., SITE 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


CONCERN OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Senator Hotitanp. The subcommittee will please come to order. 

I understand that Congressman Broyhill is here for a statement. 
You may proceed. 

tepresentative BroyHity. Mr. Chairman, my name is Joel T. Broy- 
hill, a Member of the House of Representatives from the 10th Con- 
gressional District of Virginia. 

I would like, first of all, Mr. Chairman, to express my appreciation 
to the chairman and to the committee for their interest in this very 
serious problem. However, I should like to point out at the outset, 
while I do not profess to speak for the other Representatives in Con- 
gress from this area, I do believe, however, that we are all in accord 
in our opposition to the construction of a secondary National Airport 
at Burke, Va. 

I believe that will include the 2 Senators from the State of Virginia, 
the 2 Senators from Maryland, as well as the Members of the House 
of Representatives in the surrounding area. While I realize that 
every Member of Congress and certainly the members of this com- 
mittee are very much concerned about the problems of our Nation’s 
Capital and the congestion of air traffic, I believe the chairman will 
agree that we in the area are very vitally concerned with the welfare, 
the convenience, and the safety of the people in the surrounding area 
of Washington whom we have the honor to represent. 


ORIGINAL APPROVAL OF BURKE SITE 


I do not mean to imply that the representatives of the administration 
and the airlines are any less sincere in their testimony before the com- 
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mittee. However, I do believe that the administration officials have 
not been as objective as they could have been in exploring other alter- 
natives in the solution of this problem. They did recommend Burke 
as a location approximately 6 years ago, and I believe in every explora- 
tion that they have made of alternatives they have unconsciously 
intended to justify their original action in the approval of the Burke 
site originally. 

Mr. Chairman, I have here a map which will be submitted to you 
later, I am sure, by representatives from Baltimore, which shows—I 
can give this copy now, sir—the location of the various airports in 
the area. It shows here that there are four principal airports: 
National Airport; the Anacostia and Bolling Air Force Bases, which 
could be considered as one; Andrews; and Friendship. 

The technicians, so to speak, state that there is congestion at Na- 
tional Airport and that we do need an additional air facility. I can- 
not question or argue or dispute the fact that the National Airport 
might be crowded, but the question that I ask is whether or not all of 
our air facilities are crowded and whether or not we do have sufficient 
air facilities to take care of this air transportation if they had the 
desire to do so. 

QUESTION OF BEST ALTERNATIVE 


Certainly the airlines who are opposing Friendship are not putting 
up the money in constructing an airport at Burke. I am wondering 
whether or not they would be so strongly in favor of Burke if the 
money was coming from their own operating expenses rather than 
from the Government. I think that sometimes has a lot to do with 
people’s thinking. 

Even so, if we decided that an additional airport was needed and 
that Friendship could not be used as an alternative—there again, 
Mr. Chairman, I do not think that has been explored as objectively 
as it should have been—and if we do need additional air facilities, 
again the question comes up of whether or not Burke is the best alter- 
native for another airport. 


ADVENT OF JET AIR AGE 


We are coming into the jet air age. We are talking about con- 
gestion in the air as well as congestion on the ground. It seems to 
me to be taking quite a chance to construct another airport as close 
to National Airport as the Burke location would be. This little booklet 
shows that it is 12 air-miles from the proposed Burke location to the 
National Airport. With air traffic increasing as it is, and as I say, 
we are getting into the jet age, I am wondering whether or not in incle- 
ment weather when instrument landings are required, a construction 
of another airport at Burke that close to the National Airport is not 
going to create the hazards which we are trying to avoid by construct- 
ing another airport. 

OPPOSITION TO BURKE SITE 


Mr. Chairman, I have to admit that maybe I am a little bit more 
prejudiced about this matter than some of the Representatives from 
Congress away from here, but there is no politically popular side for 
me to take on this thing. I have some very good friends who are 
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supporters of both sides of this question and, in fact, when I say 
“supporters,” I mean very active supporters who are proposing this 
airport, but I do sincerely feel that the construction of another airport 
at Burke, Va., would not be in the best interest of the people of 
northern Virginia. 

Fairfax County is by and large a residential community. We 
would like to have a little more industry out there, but certainly the 
construction of an airport would not only be a nuisance, but a serious 
hazard, and for many years to come. If the committee feels it is 
advisable to construct another airport, I would like to suggest to the 
committee that in appropriating the funds that they limit construc- 
tion of this additional facility to within a radius of 20 air-miles of 
Washington. 

UNSUITABILITY OF PROPOSED SITE 


Mr. Chairman, the ground, the land, the terrain around the Burke 
Airport is not suitable for the construction of an airport. First of 
all, it is very costly and the land is going up in cost every day. By 
going out just another 5 miles the land can be bought for several 
hundred thousand dollars less. I am talking about the basic initial 
cost of the land. The terrain is certainly not adaptable to an airport, 
as I said before. It would cost millions of dollars to reshape and 
rebuild that terrain in order to make it usable for an airport, whereas 
going out a little farther you could buy farmland that is already 
level, and with very little construction cost the ground could be made 
available. 

There, again, by going out another 5 or 10 miles we may find in the 
long run that that is far more suitable for a military airbase than 
the Andrews Airbase happens to be at this time, and certainly the 
Andrews Airbase is close enough to Washington to provide the 
commuters with all the convenience that they need to have, an airport 
located that close to the city. I do not believe that a second com- 
mercial airport has to be constructed as close to Washington as the 
proposed Burke Airport would be. 

Again, Mr. Chairman, I should like to submit to you that you give 
the testimony of us Representatives of this area a little extra weight 
In our opposition to this, because we certainly have the interests of our 
people at heart, their economic interests as well as their living condi- 
tions and their conveniences, and we do hope that you will turn down 
this appropriation once and for all and let us convey this land that 
has been acquired around Burke back to the original owners and 
approach this problem from another angle entirely. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Hotitanp. Do you have any questions ? 

Senator Smiru. No. 

Senator Horianp. Thank you very much, Mr. Broyhill. 

T call now Mrs. Capen, vice chairman of the Homeowners Commit- 
tee of Fairfax County. 
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HoMEOWNERS COMMITTEE OF FAarrFAx County, VA. 


STATEMENTS OF LLOYD MILLEGAN, CHAIRMAN; AND MRS. DAISY 
W. CAPEN, VICE CHAIRMAN 


SUPPORT OF BURKE AIRPORT SITE 


Mr. Mitiecan. Could I introduce Mrs, Capen? I am Lloyd Mille- 
gan. Iam chairman of the Homeowners Committee for the airport 
in Fairfax County. We appreciate very much your allowing Mrs. 
Capen to appear now. She lives at the Burke site, and I w ould like 
to show you where she lives. 

It has actually taken her 2 days to get here because of the lack of 
transportation in the area and because of the snow. She has a dental 
appointment at 11:30, and she has something to say about the airport. 

1 would like to show you where she lives, if I could. 

Senator Horianp. Do you think it is possible that that 2-day delay 
inight result if there were an airport there? 

Mr. Mirixcan. Mr. Chairman, Mrs. Capen has some very direct 
things to say to you, and, of course, that is part of her testimony. As 
you see, this is the airport here [indicatin aN and Mrs. Capen lives at 
a place overlooking the Southern Railroad on the west side of the 
airport. Mrs. Capen is one of our distinguished county citizens. She 
has lived out here for 44 years. She was 80 years old on January 2, 
and she has served as a teacher for 15 years and 30 years with the Gov- 
ernment, and she volunteered her services the other night at the civic 
association meeting held in the Fairview School. 

She said progress in Fairfax County includes the Burke Airport. 
Not only that, but she volunteered to be vice chairman of our commit- 
tee. She wants to apologize for not getting around. She broke her 
leg in an accident in 1950. 

Mrs. Caren. I did not break it. The truck broke it; not an airplane 
either. 

Senator Hotitanp. We are very happy to have Mrs. Capen testify. 

Mr. Mirtecan. She has a statement that she would like to make, and 
I am sure you would like to ask her some questions. She knows the 
area and she knows the people much better than we younger people. 

Senator Hotitanp. You may proceed. 

Mrs. Caren. Mr. Chairman, may I sit? 

Senator Horianp. Yes, indeed. 


LETTER TO CONGRESSMAN BROYHILL 


Mrs. Caren. First, I want to read a letter that I have just handed 
Mr. Broyhill. He is a Republican and I am a Democrat and I wrote 
him that a good Republican was almost as good as a good Democrat. I 
thought Mr. Broyhill was for the airport, but from what he said just 
now, he is not for the airport. 

This is what I have written him. He has the letter in his pocket. I 
let him have the 3-cent stamp, too: 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN BroyHiILL: Thank you for your Christmas card. You have 
a lovely family. Itis a nice picture. I am for the airport, Burke, and I certainly 
understood that you were. You know and I know, and so does any far-thinking, 
right-minded person, that it is coming eventually, and how much it is needed right 
now. 
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Why will the United States Government, Congress, or whose business it is put 
off things of importance until forced by circumstances to do them? Governor 
Stevenson stated many a truth in his wonderful campaign. It was an outrage 
how he was treated by the Democratic Party. 


As he said, there is a radiance and a glory in the darkness which we could 
see, and to see we only have to look, but how many are walking with closed eyes. 


SUGGESTED NAME CHANGE 


May I suggest a ome of name, leaving Burke entirely out of the 
picture? Anybody would think that every flight was going to hover 
over Burke. This airport will cover thousands of acres of land, and 
there is plenty of wasteland in Fairfax County, too. 

Leave Burke entirely and we will call it Fairfax Manor Civil Airport. There 
are 650 acres of land adjoining my property at Fairfax Station, Va. Fairfax 
Manor subdivision for sale. Not a house on it; 91 homesites with only 2 houses. 


One is mine. In 44 years, no development, but taxes on it up and up. I havea 
receipt right here for $11.44 in 1948 and the same property now is $151. 


And on a retired salary your check does not stretch. 
With all good wishes. 


Mr. Broyhill has that letter. I am for the airport. We need it; 
and I have a nephew who is a jet pilot. He is being sent to California 
as a test pilot very shortly. 

Senator Hotianp. Does that conclude your statement, Mrs. Capen ? 

Mrs, Caren. I think that is all I have to say, except I have the tax 
receipts here. 

Senator HotLanp. Would you like to offer them in evidence? 

Mrs. Capen. Yes, indeed. 

Senator Hottanp. We will be very glad to receive them. 

Mrs. Caren. The reason I am for the airport is I have no transpor- 
tation. I commuted 20 years on the old Southern, and when I came 
there it had four trains a day. Now I have nothing. We have no bus 
service. I have never been on a plane, and to get to one at Washington 
Airport is almost like going through New York Central Station. I 
do think we need an airport and we need it badly. As I understand, 
this will help to reduce our taxes. 

Senator Hottanp. How would that result ? 

Mrs. Caren. I think from the development around there and the 
work that it will bring in, and maybe we will get train service and bus 
service. If they will give me transportation, I will work for the 
airport. 

Senator Hottanp. You think a reduction of taxes for the indi- 
viduals who hold onto their property there will follow, is that it? 

Mrs. Caren. I certainly hope so, because they are just putting up 
the taxes on a little piece of land and you have to sell it to pay the 
taxes. I never have seen taxes rise. Here are the receipts. You may 
see them. They are 1918 and 1956. That is a big increase. 

My sister had a little lot right next to me and she never paid over 
80 cents on it, and this past year it went up to $8. As for the people’s 
homes that they took away, I bet you couldn’t give that land back 
to them. You have spent about $1 million. Are you going to throw 
that away? It will raise taxes some more if you do. 

Senator Hottanp. Senator Smith? 

Senator Smiru. I have no questions. 

Senator Hotianp. Thank you very much, Mrs. Capen. 
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Call your next witness, or shall we proceed with this list that you 
furnished us? 
Mr. Harrison Somerville of the Washington Board of Trade. Is he 
here ? 
WASHINGTON, D. C., BoarRD OF TRADE 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. PRESS, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 
SUPPORT OF BURKE AIRPORT SITE 


Mr. Press. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, Mr. 
Somerville is tied up this morning and is not able to be here, so I am 
filling in for him on an aiaeininetr laaaie 

My name is William H. Press, and I am executive vice president of 
the Washington Board of Trade. The board of trade is an organi- 
zation composed of about 7,000 business, professional, and civic lead- 
ers of Washington (many of whom are in the surrounding area), 
which has been in continuous operation since 1889 and which has 
carefully studied Washington’s air transport needs since 1920. 

Contrary to expectations, the Washington National Airport does 
not now meet the needs of the Washington metropolitan area, as was 
anticipated when it was built. It was soon realized right after that 
airport was completed that additional runway space would be needed 
after the war’s end. 

Over the years the Washington Board of Trade has urged the 
acquisition of a site suitable for use as an additional airport. In 1949 
we supported legislation to appropriate funds for the Civil Aero- 
nautics Administration to investigate sites in this area. 

On July 30, 1951, on the recommendation of our aviation committee, 
the board of directors of the Washington Board of Trade concurred 
in the selection of the Burke site as the location for Washington’s 
second airport. On June 1, 1953, we concurred with the present 
administration on the use of a portion of Andrews Field, because of 
the circumstances surrounding it, although at that time we still 
maintained that the Burke site was the most desirable one. 

Finally, on February 21, 1956, we presented testimony which you 
may recall, before this committee, urging prompt consideration for 
the Burke site and indicating investigations made by our aviation 
committee had shown more support than opposition to this location 
by residents of the immediate area in Fairfax County. 


ECONOMIC VALUE OF BURKE 


We would at this time, while still emphasizing the need of a second 
airport for reasons of air traffic safety, like to point out the economic 
value of the airport at Burke for the benefit of some of the people 
over there who might not recognize that fact. 

Employment studies conducted by our economist indicate that ap- 
proximately 7,000 people would be employed at this airport with a 
total annual payroll of $3214 million. This is an average annual 
salary of $4,642.86. The total annual income for employees residing 
in northern Virginia, we believe, would be about $29 million. 

Furthermore, many employees performing unskilled services would 
reside in the District and commute by bus to the airport. The bene- 
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fits taxwise are obvious and tremendous, and over and above those 
generated by the airport itself. As Mr. Broyhill will appreciate, I 
think, the location of that airport will have a tremendous influence on 
the location of additional light and appropriate types of industry 
in the northern Virginia area. 

Taxable airline property which would be based there we estimate 
at $675,000. We believe that construction of the Burke Airport would 
be of great benefit in the development of northern Virginia and that it 
should go forward. We have studied this matter very carefully and 
very thoroughly. We have collected the opinions of so many tech- 
nical experts on this matter, both in and out of Government, that I 
will not burden the committee this morning with additional material 
concerning the technical aspects and Washington’s serious need for 
this facility, because I am certain that other witnesses better qualified 
than we are already have and will present such testimony before the 
committee. 

We would like, however, to emphasize again the growing concern 
of the Washington Board of Trade with the growing danger of the 
crowded flight patterns over the Washington metropolitan area and 
we urge you in the strongest possible terms to approve the appropria- 


tions for resuming work on the Burke Airport. 
Thank you, sir, 


PARTICIPATION IN PROJECT COST BY WASHINGTON 


Senator Hotianp. Has there been any suggestion that Washington 
itself, which might have such an interest in this, should put up some 
of the cost of the construction, as other cities do throughout the 
country ? 

Mr. Press. There have been many suggestions, Mr. Chairman. You 
have served on the District of Columbia Committee and I am quite 
certain you recognize that with better than 50 percent of the property 
tax-exempt here, with the Federal Government being our principal 
employer, and not supporting the budget of the District of Columbia 
from Federal funds to anywhere near the degree that private industry 
will or does in other cities, the residents and the businesses of the 
District of Columbia are now subject to taxes which are considerably 
higher than they are in some other communities and certainly can 
be characterized as averaging what is paid in other communities. 

At any rate, residents and businessmen within the District are 
subject to higher taxes than they are in the surrounding area in 
Maryland and Virginia. That is one of our serious problems at the 
moment. Many of our employing enterprises are moving out into 
Maryland and Virginia. I go through this rather lengthy and ram- 
bling explanation merely to point out that you cannot levy additional 
taxes in our judgment on the commercial enterprises and on the resi- 
dents of the District of Columbia without further accelerating this 
dispersal. 

If we will accept that as a fact, then it becomes perfectly plain that 
the District of Columbia is not in a position to make any contribution 
to the construction of the Burke Airport without an increase in the 
Federal payment, because again, in our judgment, the Federal Gov- 
ernment is the resident or operator in the District which is not paying 
its fair share of the load. Moreover, of course, such an airport, just 
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as National Airport is to a very large extent, would service the Federal 
Government establishments. 

Senator Hotianp. You think that the National Airport exists to a 
large extent to service the National Government? 

Mr. Press. I do, sir. 


WASHINGTON TAX RATES 


Senator Honianp, Speaking of the tax rates here in Washington, 
could you name any other city of this size where the tax rate Is as 
small as it is here? 

Mr. Press. I would be glad to submit figures to you. 

Senator Hottanp. Could you name them? 

Mr. Press. I do not have them with me. 

Senator Hotzanp. You stated that Washington property was pay- 
ing more taxes and I thought you might give us an illustration. 

Mr. Press. Unfortunately, Senator, I was called over here when 
Mr. Somerville could not get here and I came from the inaugural 
committee and I have nothing with me except this piece of paper. 

Senator Hotzanp. You mentioned that the chairman of this com- 
mittee served at one time on the District of Columbia Committee. 
At that time a comparison of tax rates showed that the property tax 
rates here were not commensurate with those that were being paid 
elsewhere and showed, likewise, for such things as gasoline taxes. 
There was great resistance here to stepping up the gas tax to rates 
comparable with those in Virginia and Maryland. A committee of 
the board of trade appeared before our committee to oppose it and 
was resistant to stepping up liquor taxes to make them commensurate 
with those in Maryland and to make them equal with the situation 
in Virginia, where, of course, the handling of liquor is on a different 
basis. Our committee at that time felt that the attitude of the prop- 
erty owners here was not to seek equality with those elsewhere, but 
to preserve a preferred status as compared with property uwners in 
other cities of comparable size. 

If you have illustrations that would indicate the contrary with 
reference to the property tax rate, with reference to the liquor taxes, 
with reference to the gas taxes, or other fields that you think are 
appropriate, I will be glad to have you submit them for the record. 

Mr. Press. Mr. Chairman, we would be very happy to submit such 
information. Meanwhile, may I say that since you served on the 
District of Columbia Committee the gas tax has been raised. It is 
now the same as in Maryland and Virginia. The Washington Board 
of Trade supported the increase. 

Senator Hottanp. The Washington Board of Trade resisted the 
increase so long as they thought there was any chance of defeating it, 
and resisted it very vigorously in my presence, and likewise, the same 
thing happened with reference to the liquor tax and with reference 
to other items which I could go on and name. 

If you will submit anything that you have on that, we will be 
pleased. 

Mr. Press. Yes, sir. 
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(The information referred to follows :) 


WASHINGTON Board OF TRADE, 


Washington, D. C., January 23, 1957. 
Hon. Spessarp L. HoLtianpn, 


Senate Appropriations Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR HoLLaNp: Pursuant to the discussion respecting the ability 
of the District of Columbia to participate in the cost of construction of the pro- 
posed Burke Airport during my appearance before the committee on January 17, 
we submit the following material in support of our position that the District 
of Columbia has neither the funds nor the potentialities for providing the funds 
which would be required for such purposes. 

Total appropriations for both capital outlay and maintenance of the District 
of Columbia have skyrocketed in recent years from $96.4 million in 1948 to 
$198.3 million in 1957. The President has transmitted to the Congress for con- 
sideration 1958 estimates totaling $206.8 million. 

To provide the funds to meet these budgets Congress, generally with the sup- 
port of the local community, has enacted virtually every type of taxation em- 
ployed in all other jurisdictions throughout the United States. Exhibit A, at- 
tached, lists taxes employed in the States and indicates those which are appli- 
cable in the District and the degree to which they are applicable in the 48 States. 
It should be noted that District of Columbia residents, business and professional 
institutions are subject to every form of tax used in any of the States except 
a severance production tax (which would not be applicable) the chain-store 
tax, the admissions tax, the stock-transfer tax and oleomargarine tax. 

While there are imposed upon the District all of the taxes producing sub- 
stantial revenues the same does not hold true in many of the States. For 
example, 15 States do not impose corporate or personal income taxes; 14 States 
do not impose sales or use taxes; 4 states do not impose a cigarette tax. 

The personal tax on household goods was recently repealed by Congress for 
the District of Columbia. However, all personal property, including stocks in 
trade of business and professional institutions, are subject to a tax of $2 per 
$100 of valuation (100 percent assessment). This levy imposes substantial hard- 
ships on many business houses which do not exist generally in many States. 

In the District there is imposed a sewer service charge which is not generally 
applicable throughout the country since it is limited to a few large cities. 

Insofar as the District of Columbia is concerned it is critically important that 
taxes generally do not significantly exceed those which are levied in Maryland 
and Virginia which are highly competitive jurisdictions seeking to attract em- 
ployment serving the District of Columbia. Currently the District personal- 
income tax is generally more severe in its application than the tax levied in 
Maryland and for some income levels it is more severe than that levied in 
Virginia. 

The corporate-income tax is the same, 5 percent, in all three jurisdictions but 
the administration of its applicability in the District of Columbia is clearly 
more severe than it is in either of the neighboring jurisdictions as shown by 
the fact that a number of national corporations have removed branch offices 
from the District in order to take advantage of less stringent administration 
in the surrounding states. 

The District also levies a 5 percent tax on net earnings of unincorporated 
businesses and that is not true in either Maryland or Virginia. 

A number of studies conducted in recent years clearly demonstrates that 
irrespective of the rate of taxation and the ratio of assessments real-estate taxes 
in the District of Columbia on comparable properties are higher than they are 
in Virginia jurisdictions within the metropolitan area. Similarly, in Maryland 
there are many areas having lower effective real estate tax collections than 
comparable properties in the District of Columbia. There are some areas in 
nearby Maryland where the tax is a little higher, principally in Montgomery 
County. 


The gasoline tax rate is the same in Maryland, Virginia, and the District of 
Columbia. 

The Washington Board of Trade staff has carefully studied every 
of comparative tax rates in Washington and cities of similar size 
been turned out by Federal Government departments and others for 


most of which purport to show District of Columbia taxpayers in 
position. 


compilation 
which have 
many years 

a preferred 
We respectfully submit that neither the tables referred to nor any 
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others which we have seen fairly reflect the burdens of any of the communities 
included for the following reasons. 

1. All of these comparative tax burden studies purport to show the average 
per capita tax on the residents of the jurisdictions being studied as of a given 
date. In making the comparisons it is customary to assign to the cities being 
compared a certain portion of county, school district and State costs to make 
them comparable with the combined city, county, and State area in the District 
of Columbia. 

The per capita figure is normally taken from the last decennial census; the 
total revenue figure is normally taken from the reports of the last complete 
year. This obviously results in some errors when computing per capita costs, 
particularly in the case of those communities which have had significant popu- 
lation gains or losses during the period between the last census and the last 
fiscal report. 

We submit that this simple technique of dividing total revenues by population 
does not correctly reflect the effect of tax loads on residents for still another 
very important reason. It is fallacious to assume that the State revenues 
allocated for the purposes of making a comparable table constitute a load on 
the residents of the community being examined. Many of the States levy many 
taxes which are not available to the District of Columbia. Some of the States 
receive large revenues through taxes on natural resources such as oil, gas and 
the like, which are in fact not a burden on the residents of the State but which 
are collected from the users of such commodities in many other States of the 
Union. 

The per capita figures, furthermore, do not reflect tax loads on the residents 
of these communities, particularly when they are compared to the District of 
Columbia, because a very substantial portion of the revenues entering into the 
per capita compilation are actually taxes on business, particularly manufac- 
turers and distributors whose profits and properties are the result of sales 
made throughout the length and breadth of this land and in many cases through- 
out the world. 

Striking testimony to the magnitude of such sums may be gleaned from 
exhibit B recently prepared by our Research Department, and here submitted. 

This exhibit presents data gathered from 22 national companies having total 
payrolls exceeding $4.3 billion last year. It shows that these corporations, many 
of which are doing business in every State of the Union—in large cities, small 
towns and rural areas, the latter having low revenues requirements, paid on the 
average during their last fiscal year $1 in State, county and municipal taxes for 
every $19 of payroll. This figure corresponds very closely with a more limited 
sample reviewed 3 years ago before these same committees at District fiscal 
hearings when the ratio was $1 in State, county, and local taxes for every $20 
of payroll. Obviously, the taxes paid by a large manufacturer included in this 
sample cannot fairly be included in determining effective average tax loads 
on the residents of the cities being compared. 

The striking fact actually to be learned from exhibit B is that there is a 
well demonstrated and documented responsibility by employers to subscribe 
an important portion of the reyenues needed to maintain and develop the com- 
munities in which they are located. The companies studied and in fact all 
responsible business organizations or employers recognize this responsibility to 
their communities. Furthermore, most successful and subtantial employer 
play a leading part in developing and maintaining the highest possible standards 
of municipal operation in the communities in which they have substantial invest- 
ments and employ many people, hence they are quite often the principal advocates 
of increased municipal expenditures. 

We submit that the United States Government has the same responsibility 
to this community. The Federal Government is the basic employer in Washing- 
ton, providing approximately 40 percent of all the jobs in the District of 
Columbia. Were the United States to accept financial responsibility demon- 
strated by the records of other large employers, their annual payment to the 
District of Columbia would approach $50 million. This figure is strikingly 
similar to what would be paid if the United States paid in local taxes going 
rates on its real property and the average additional rate paid by local business. 

We sincerely trust that the committee will feel that the data submitted here- 
with supports our conclusion that the District of Columbia Government is and 
will be unable to participate in the financing of an additional airport unless 
its principal employer, the United States Government, increases its annual 
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payment to the District to more nearly reflect its responsibility to this 
community. 


We will be very happy to submit additional detailed information if the 
Committee so desires. 
Respectfully, 
WILLIAM H, PREss. 
EXxHrsitT A 


List oF TAXES AND STATES IN WHicH THEY APPLY 


Initial fees and taves.—For organization or qualification of corporation, do- 
mestic and foreign ; all States and District of Columbia. 

Franchise tawes.—Annual taxes imposed for the privilege of doing business, 
District of Columbia and all States, except Vermont. 

Corporate income taves.—Taxes measured by net income of incorporation. 
District of Columbia and 33 States; District of Columbia rate is above average 
of the 33 States. 

Personal income.—Income taxes on persons, fiduciaries estates and trusts. 
District of Columbia and 33 States; 12 cities have payroll tax at rates running 
from 14 percent to 1% percent. 

Banks, financial companies.—Special taxes imposed on banks and financial 
insitutions. District of Columbia and all States except Washington. 

Property taves.—Taxes on real and personal property and intangibles, public 
utilities. District of Columbia and all States have real-estate taxes and one or 
more of other varieties. 

Licenses, miscellaneous.—General licensing provisions and excise taxes; 41 
States have taxes of this type, parimutual taxes mostly, tax on oleomargarine 
second with a few taxing soft drinks, playing cards, ete. District of Columbia 
has not tax of this nature but does require license fees for every type of business 
and profession. 

Alcoholic beverages.—Excise taxes on sale of alcoholic beverages, license and 
permit fees. District of Columbia and all States have such taxes. 

Gasoline and motor fuels.—Applicable in District of Columbia and all the 
States, District of Columbia rate 6 cents per gallon; lowest in Missouri 3 cents; 
highest 7 cents in 10 States. 

Severance production.—Taxes imposed on severance of natural resources from 
the soil; 28 States have taxes of this nature. Taxes on oil and gas production 
predominate. Mining and forest products make up the rest. 

Motor vehicles.—Registration fees and special taxes imposed on motor vehicles 
and motor carriers. District of Columbia, all the States and New York City 
(motor vehicle uSe tax). 

Chain stores.—Multiple store taxes, 15 States. 

Cigarettes, tobacco.—Tax on cigarettes, cigars and tobacco products, District 
of Columbia and 44 States and New York City have some type of this form of 
tax. States having none: California, North Carolina, Oregon, Virginia. 

Stock transfer document recording taves.—15 States. 

Sales use, gross receipts.—District of Columbia and 34 States have sales and 
use taxes; 7 others have taxes covering such items as merchants license, meals 
excise, admissions, etc. Some individual cities levy additional taxes of approxi- 
mately 1 percent. 

Public utilities—All special taxes on utilities. District of Columbia and 45 
States (Georgia, Indiana and New Hampshire not included). 

Insurance companies.—Taxes on gross premiums. District of Columbia and all 
States. 

Inheritance, estate and gift taves.—District of Columbia and all States except 
Nevada have one or more taxes of this character; 10 States have only eState 
tax or inheritance tax. All others and District of Columbia have both. 
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ExuHIsBIT D 


REPoRT, MUNIcIPAL RESEARCH AND TAx DEPARTMENT, WASHINGTON BOARD OF 
TRADE, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Tax INFORMATION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Listed herewith are the essential features, the rates, filing and due dates, of 
the most important taxes affecting both residents and business establishments 
of the District of Columbia, including changes made by the District of Columbia 
Revenue Act of 1956. 


CORPORATE INCOME TAX 


Foreign and domestic corporations engaged in business or trade in the District 
of Columbia are subject to tax on their taxable income. 

Taxable income is the amount of income, less allowable deductions, derived 
from sources within the District, provided that, in the case of any corporation, 
the amount received as dividends from a corporation subject to this tax, and, 
in the case of a corporation not engaged in business within the District, interest 
received from a corporation subject to this tax, and in the case of any corpora- 
tion or unincorporated business not engaged in business within the District, in- 
come received from the sale of tangible personal property is not considered as 
income derived from sources within the District. 

In the case of corporations engaged in trade or business within and without 
the District, an apportionment and allocation of income in respect to sources 
within and without the District is determined by formulas prescribed by the 
Commissioners. 

The rate of taxation is 5 percent and an annual license fee of $10 is required. 


UNINCORPORATED BUSINESS TAX 


Unincorporated businesses carrying on any trade or business within the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, having gross receipts in excess of $5,000 a year, are subject to 
taxation. They are also required to secure an annual license, fee for which is $10. 

The words “unincorporated business” exclude any trade or business which by 
law, custom, or ethics cannot be incorporated ; for example, the professions of 
law, medicine and surgery, dentists, certified public accountants, etc. Also any 
trade or business in which more than 80 percent of the gross income is derived 
from the personal services actually rendered by tke individual or members of 
the partnership or other entity in conducting or carrying on of any trade or 
business and in which capital is not a material income producing factor. 

The rate on taxable income of the unincorporated business which is fairly 
attributable to the trade or business within the District is 5 percent. Taxable 
income is determined after allowing an exemption at the rate of $5,000 per year 
and a reasonable salary for services actually rendered by the owner(s), not 
exceeding 20 percent of the net income of the business. If the period covered by 
the return is less than a full year, the exemption will be pro rated on a daily 
basis. 

Apportionment and allocation features similar to those of the corporate in- 
come tax law also apply. 


INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX 


Every resident of the District of Columbia is subject to tax upon his entire 
taxable income. 

“The word “resident” means every individual domiciled within the District 
on the last day of the taxable year, and every other individual who maintains a 
place of abode within the District for more than 7 months of the taxable year, 
whether domiciled in the District or not. The word “resident” shall not include 
any elective officer of the Government of the United States or any employee on 
the staff of an elected officer in the legislative branch of the Government of 
the United States if such employee is a bona fide resident of the State of residence 
of such elected officer, or any officer of the executive branch of such Government 
whose appointment to the office held by him was by the President of the United 
States and subject to confirmation by the Senate of the United States and whose 
tenure of office is at the pleasure of the President of the United States, unless 


such officers are domiciled within the District on the last day of the taxable 
year.” 
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An employee is further defined as an individual having a place of abode or 
residing or domiciled within the District at a time a tax is required to be with- 
held by an employer. 


The rate of tax effective as to 1956 income, and thereafter, is as follows: 


Percent 
Qn. the first, $5,000 .of: fmxable [OIG sje <cteitn ences Stiegl tiene cons 2% 
Un the, maxk: GOte. OF tere le TCO i ciakes neon eis sens eitionnnetes dhaeeal 3 
On, the next: SE. GUD. of. Seat SiO aie pice -cxvevinies ens sacaptcepinskmaebbininias 3% 
On the next $5.00)..c8, taxable incomes 5. 2 neste tiie eee 4 
On the next $5,000 of taxable income____- nauocitensionenashediaieliiectameaae 41, 
In. excogs OF: B26. O00 col. cere Scalise nti nicer neq arya ri deonneesntietenensegednnaiin 5 

The following exemptions are allowed: 

If single, or if married and not living with husband or wife__.-__._______ $1, 000 
Head of family, or married person living with husband or wife_____-_-__~_ 2,000 
BMC, - GRO I aia stteeccentitice niece bnnbiataialiiniiiniaipics eminem aici 500 


Joint returns are permitted. 

Tax must be withheld by employers (in accordance with formulas provided 
in the law) from wages paid to those employees subject to the tax. With- 
holding to begin October 1, 1956. 

Every person must make a declaration of estimated tax: 

A. If gross income can reasonably be expected to consist of wages and of 
not more than $1,000 from sources other than wages, and can reasonably be 
expected to exceed the total amount of personal exemptions plus $5,000; or 

B. Gross income can reasonably be expected to include more than $1,000 
not subject to withholding and can reasonably be expected to exceed per- 
sonal exemptions, plus $500. 

One half of the income tax for 1956 imposed by this law upon any resident of 
the District (other than fiduciaries) is discharged (forgiven). 


SALES TAX 


The District of Columbia imposes a sales tax upon retail sale of personal 
tangible property, a use tax is also imposed on sales price or rental of tangible 
personal property used, stored, or consumed in the District. 

Rates are as follows: 

Personal tangible property.—Two percent on retail sales of 14 cents or more. 

Food for human consumption off the premises.—One percent on sales of 28 cents 
or more. 

Rooms, lodgings.—On charges for rooms, lodgings, or accommodations fur- 
nished to transients by any hotel, inn, tourist camp, tourist cabin, or any other 
place in which rooms, lodgings, or accommodations are regularly furnished to 
transients for a consideration—3 percent. 


EFFECTIVE JUNE 1, 1956 


Restaurant meals.—Sales of 14 cents or over 2 percent (prior to June 1, 1956, 
meals up to 50 cents exempt). 

Rental charges.—On the sale or charges for possession or use of any article 
of tangible personal property granted under a lease or contract, with the excep- 
tion of rental of films, records, or any type of sound transcribing to theaters and 
radio and television broadcasting stations. Also exempted are the gross proceeds 
from the rental of textiles, the essential part of which rental includes the re- 
curring service of laundering or cleaning thereof. Regular 2-percent sales tax 
(new provision). 

Cover and entertainment charges.—On “amounts charged for any cover, mini- 
mum, entertainment, or other service in hotels, restaurants, cafes, bars, and 
other establishments where meals, foods, or drink or other like tangible personal 
property is furnished for a consideration,” regular 2-percent sales tax. (New 
provision.) 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA BUSINESS CORPORATION ACT (PUBLIC LAW 389, 83D CONG.) 
This legislation provides for the incorporation, regulation, merger, consolida- 


tion, and dissolution of certain business corporations in the District of Columbia. 
Applies to both domestic and foreign corporations. 
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No corporation may organize under this legislation unless the place where it 
conducts its principal business is located within the District of Columbia. 

Foreign corporations must secure a certificate of authority to transact business 
in the District. 

The principal fees established by the act are as follows: 

Filing articles of incorporation, amendments to the articles of incorporation, 
articles of merger or consolidation or articles of reincorporation, $20 each. 

Filing application by foreign corporations for certificate of authority to trans- 
act business in the District, amended certificate of authority to transact business 
in the District, or articles of a merger, $20 each. 4 

Domestic corporations pay an additional sum of 2 cents for each authorized 
share of its capital stock up to and including 10,000 shares; 1 cent for each addi- 
tional authorized share up to and including 50,000 shares; and a sum of one-half 
cent for each additional authorized share in excess of 50,000 shares. 

Minimum fee $10. 

Both domestic and foreign corporations must file an annual report. 

Fees for domestic corporations are based upon total authorized capital stock 
as of the previous March 15. 





1 Additional $50 per million. 
Note.—Foreign corporations, fee is $10. 


TAX ON PRACTICES OF PROFESSIONS 


Beginning with the year 1957, “Every person, other than a corporation, who as 
an individual, sole proprietor, partner, associate, or joint venturer, shall engage 
in or conduct a trade, business, or profession, other than that of registered nurse 
or practical nurse, in the District of Columbia which is excluded from the impo- 
sition of the District of Columbia tax on unincorporated business—shall apply 
for and obtain an annual revenue license.” 

The license fee is $25. 

Application must be filed with the assessor prior to December 1 of each year 
for a license for the succeeding calendar year. New enterprises must obtain a 
license within 60 days after date of commencement. (Applicable to accountants, 
(including public accountants and certified public accountants), architects, 
dentists, doctors, (including chiropractors and osteopaths), surgeons, engineers, 
lawyers, optometrists, podiatrists, veterinarians, pharmacists, etc. ) 


District of Columbia Taw Rates 


Kind of tax Rate of tar 
Alcoholic beverage tax effective Wine: 14 percent or less of alcohol, 15 cents 
May 1, 1956. per wine gallon (new tax). In excess of 14 
percent, 33 cents per wine gallon (20 cents 
up to Apr. 30, 1956). Champagne, spar- 
kling wine and wine artificially carbon- 
ated, 45 cents per wine gallon (30 cents up 
to Apr. 30, 1956). 
Spirits: $1.25 per gallon ($1 up to Apr. 30, 
1956). 
Alcohol: $1.25 per gallon (no change). 
Beer: $1.50 per barrel of 31 gallons ($1.25 
up to Apr. 30, 1956). 









Kind of tae 
Banks: 

National banks, incorporated 
savings banks and trust 
companies. 

Savings banks without capi- 
tal stock—paying interest 
to their depositors. 

Private banks or bankers not 
incorporated. 

Bonding, title, guaranty and fidel- 
ity companies. 

Building and loans_____--------~ 

Business Corporation Act, domestic 
and foreign. 

CISOATOCES Sic nnceee tinted ata 

Corporation franchise tax and li- 
cense. 

Domestic corporations, annual re- 


port. 
Dehte fa8s..dsucctilinds dsc 
Foreign corporations, annual re- 
port. 


Gas, electric lighting, street rail- 
road and telephone companies, 
gross receipts. 


Gas, electric lighting, street rail- 
road and telephone companies, 
property tax. 

eS  . )  e ee E e 

Individual income tax applicable 
to income for 1956 and succeed- 
ing years. 


weeerivedee “CaS ee 


Insurance companies, except ma- 
rine. 


Marine insurance companies____- 


Motor vehicle registration, flat fee 
basis. 


Professional license (see p. 5)--- 
Property taxes, real estate_._____ 


Rolling stock of railroad and car 
companies. 
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Rate of tar 


4 percent of gross earnings, after deducting 
interest paid to depositors. 


1% percent of surplus and undivided profits. 


$500 per annum. 
114 percent on gross receipts in the District. 


2 percent on gross earnings. 
See p. 4. 


2 cents per pack of 20 cigarettes or less. 

5 percent tax on taxable income from Dis- 
trie sources, license fee $10. 

See p. 4. 


A sum equal to 80 percent of the Federal 
estate tax. Certain credits for taxes paid 
to other jurisdictions are allowed. 

See p. 4. 


Street railroad companies, 2 percent of gross 
receipts from rail operations and for bus 
operation 1 cent per mile for total route 
miles per year; others 4 percent. 

Taxable as other real estate. 


6 cents per gallon. 

21% percent on first $5,000 taxable income; 
3 percent on next $5,000 taxable income; 
3% percent on next $5,000 taxable income; 
4 percent on next $5,000 taxable income; 
4% percent on next $5,000 taxable income ; 
5 percent on taxable income in excess of 
$25,000. 

Exemptions: $1,000 single or not living with 
husband or wife; $2,000 married or head 
of family; $500 each dependent. 

From 1 percent to 15 percent, depending on 
class of beenficiary. 

2 percent on policy and membership fees and 
net premium receipts, $25 annual license 
fee. 

5 percent of underwriting profit and earn- 
ings on reserves; 2 percent of investment 
income. 

Passenger under 3,500 pounds $22, 3,500 
pounds or over $32. Trucks and tractors 
for hire, passenger carrying vehicles, $40 
to $202; trailers, $12 to $182; motorcycles, 
$12. 

$25 annual fee. 

2.30 per $100, effective July 1, 1956; rate 
to June 30, 1956, $2.20. 

Taxable as other personal property on basis 
of value of cars apportioned to mileage in 
District of Columbia. 

See p. 3. 

Maximum authorized rate 60 percent of 

water bill, present rate 50 percent. 
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District of Columbia Tax Rates—Continued 


Kind of tax 


Tangible personal property (used 


$2 per $100. 


in trade or business and boats 
exceeding $1,000 in value) 


Unincorporated business franchise 5 


tax and license. 
Use tax 


Rate of tae 


percent on taxable income over $5,000; 
license fee $10. 


percent tax on tangible property used or 
stored in the District where not already 
subject to sales tax. 


District of Columbia tax calendar 





Beer tax____- ae 

Domestic corporation 
report. 

Gross earnings 
ceipts.! 

Estate tax_.......- 


annual 


and gross re- 


Foreign 
report. 
Income taxes 


corporations annual | 


Inheritance tax 


Insurance companies tax 

License, business, and occupa- | 
tional. 

Motor-vehicle registration 

Motor-fuel tax... 


Tangible personal property tax_- 
Trade, business, or professional | 


license. 
Real-estate tax.....___- 
Sales and use tax | 


Sewer-service charge 





Before Mar. 1- 


Filing date 


10th of each month_________--- 
On or before Apr, 15 


July, 20 percent penalty for failure 
to file or for late filing. 
Copy of Federal estate tax return 


from date of death. 
On or before Apr. 15 


Apr. 15 if on calendar basis or the 
15th day of the 4th month fol- | 


lowing the end of fiscal year if 
on that basis. 


| 6 months from date of death on all 
property not under control of a | 


personal representative, 15 
months in cases of executor or 
administrator. 


Mar. 1.. an 

On or before the 25th of each suc- 
ceeding month, 

July, 20 percent penalty for failure 
to file or for late filing. 

On or before Dec. 1 each year 


On or before the 20th of each 
month, 


| Tf filec 


Payment date 


15th of each month, 
Do. 


16 due in September and 2d 42 due 
following March. 


| 17 months after death. 
must be filed within 16 months | 


Do. 


16 April 15, 2d 44 October 15. Any 
tax due in excess of that withheld 
or remitted by Way of a declaration 
of estimated tax must be paid 
Apr. 15 or if later declaration is 
permitted then at time of filing. 

See p. 3 as to 1956 tax. 

Ps months from date of death 
payment is due 9 months from 
date of death, if filed 15 months 
after date of death, payment is 
due within 18 months. 

On or before Mar. 1 

Nov. 1, except as otherwise pro- 
vided by law. 

3efore Apr. 1. 

On or before the 25th of each suc- 
ceeding month, 

4 due in September and 2d 4¢ due 
in March, 


| Before Jan. 1. 


4 due in September and 2d 14 fol- 
lowing March. ; 
On or before the 20th of each mont 


| Date of water bill. 


1 Gross earnings, banks and building associations. Gross receipts, utilities and title companies. Annual 
gross receipts tax, street railways. 


Source: Research and Tax Department, Washington Board of Trade, April 1956. 


ATTITUDE OF LOCAL CITIZENS 


Senator Hotxanp. I was particularly interested in your statement 
that you felt that this proposed airport would be of value to the com- 
munity where it was to be located, and for the enlightenment of the 
people there who felt that it would not, your organization wanted to 
assure them it would; is that correct ? 

Mr. Press. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotitanp. Do you think the people out there might have 
an enlightened attitude on that themselves? 

Mr. Press. Mr. Chairman, the Washington Board of Trade, while 
it limits some of its activities to the District of Columbia, when it 
comes to dealing with economic affairs, tries to take an overall attitude 
covering the whole Washington metropolitan area, and we have a 
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great many members in northern Virginia, too. We do not believe you 
can build an economy around here within the District Line. 

Senator Hoitzanp. All right, sir. 

Do you have any questions # 

Senator Smirx. No questions. 

Senator Hotuanp. All right, Mr. Press. 

The next witness here is Mr. Henry J. Rolfs, chairman, Citizens 
Committee for Burke Airport, and vice president, Fairfax County 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Is Mr. Rolfs here? 


CITIZENS COMMITTEE FOR BURKE AIRPORT 


STATEMENT OF HENRY J. ROLFS, CHAIRMAN ; AND VICE PRESI- 
DENT, FAIRFAX COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


SUPPORT OF BURKE AIRPORT SITE 


Mr. Roirs. Members of the subcommittee, my name is Henry Rolfs 
and I am chairman of the Fairfax County Citizens Committee for 
Burke Airport and vice president of the Fairfax County Chamber of 
Commerce. 

Our committee for the Burke Airport was organized 2 years ago 
for the purpose of determining whether the facts were available on 
both sides of the question. It seemed to us that too much negative 
thinking had gone on in Fairfax County and we wanted to make sure 
that we were not missing something that was very valuable, so we 
went ahead to study the impact of a commercial airport on the econ- 
omy of Fairfax County and the impact on the people. 

To do this, we directed our fact finding in three areas: First, the 
kind of an airport that was contemplated; second, what blight might 
result, which was one of the points stressed by the opposition; and 
third, what was the nature of this opposition? Was it as all inclusive 
and overwhelming as the press seemed to indicate? 

As to the first point, we found out very quickly that the airport 
contemplated would be a very fine and safe airport. The main reason 
being that it incorporated the recommendations of General Doolittle’s 
committee, which you will recall was set up after the crashes at Eliza- 
beth, N. J. The main recommendation in the General Doolittle report 
was that a commercial airport should be very large in area. It had 
three specific recommendations, all designed for safety. 

First, there shall be parallel runways. Secondly, there shall be 
safety zones at the end of the airstrips, first, a half mile safety zone 
on which there would be no construction of any kind; then a 2-mile 
area fanned out beyond that half-mile zone in which there would be 
controlled development. It could be residential or commercial in 
nature, but it should not be above a certain height, strictly for safety 
reasons. Thirdly, that there should be a buffer strip around a com- 
mercial airport. 

All those recommendations are incorporated in the Burke site. 
As was mentioned yesterday, there would be some 500 feet of wooded 
area around the periphery of the proposed Burke site, which would be 
developed into recreational areas. General Doolittle’s report came 
out in May of 1952. That is perhaps the reason why the original 
smaller acreage was enlarged to the current 6,400. , 
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MODEL AIRPORT ANTICIPATED 


Secondly, in regard to the nature of the airport. we found from 
the CAA that they intend to make this their model airport with the 
latest. developments in terms of air safety and architectural improve- 
ments and by cooperating with the local authorities on the planning 
and development of that airport they would build an airport which 
the entire Nation and particularly the metropolitan area would be 
proud of. 

One comment in reference to time. I have driven the distance from 
the Burke site several times to both Memorial and 14th Street Bridges. 
Fourteenth Street Bridge, as you know, is close to downtown Wash- 
ington. I have driven it several times m 20 minutes, and once in 19 
minutes, within the speed limit. That is taking the old Key Mill Road 
which is highly dangerous and hazardous. With a new access road 
of some 514 miles, I am sure that 20 minutes’ travel time to downtown 
Washington will readily be obtained. 

Incidentally, in that connection there was a discussion whether the 
time differential was either 15 minutes or an hour between Burke and 
Friendship. From my own tests, I found the saving in time to be 
somewhere in between. I think the important point was overlooked 
that time should be doubled as most everyone travels both ways, so 
there is a considerable loss in time and money in the additional cost 
of traveling that distance twice for each trip taken. 


TYPE OF TRAVEL 


Another point mentioned yesterday was that Government travel 
was not the majority of this travel, which is true, and yet it is sub- 
stantial, but more important than that, it is an extremely important 
type of travel that should be handy to the Nation’s Capital. If the 
time that would be saved by the Government employees and repre- 
sentatives could be totaled, I am sure that there would be a saving 
of many, many hundreds of thousands of dollars over a period of time. 

I am a builder by profession and I have found in my own experience 
and discussions with other builders and architects that the most im- 
portant feature of a house is the front door, as to its location, its design, 
and its construction, and it is from this point of view that I feel that 
the first impression that people visiting Washington have is extremely 
important. It should be close to the Nation’s Capital. It should 
reflect warmth and should be near to the heart of the Capital. It is 
the first point of contact, and, like selling a house, either they like 
the house the mimute they come in the front door or they do not. 

In that sense, I fee] that the Burke site, which is close in and where 
the fewest number of people would be disturbed, is about as ideal a 
location as could be obtained, recognizing there is no perfect site. 


ECONOMIC IMPACT 


As to the economic impact of the Burke Airport, our committee 
has studied a large number of major commercial airports. We have 
found briefly that the new industry, jobs, payrolls, and tax revenue 
that would be obtained and developed through the development of 
the Burke site would virtually become an economic gold mine of oppor- 
tunity. A beautiful example of a comparable airport recently built 
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in the Miami area shows that within the last 10 years they have built 
up to a payroll of over $72 million. They have over $600 million of 
economic and industrial facilities within the airport site and the 
spend over $40 million a year on goods and services in the sout. 
Florida area. 

Senator Hotianp. Are you speaking of the 36th Street Airport? 

Mr. Rours. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. That, of course, is the airport there, just as the 
National Airport is here. Itis nota second airport. 

Mr. Rotrs. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. The second airport is used for private planes 
and it is not comparable at all to the 36th Street Airport, either in 
development or in any other terms that you could mention, but it does 
serve the private airplanes. 

Mr. Rotrs. Yes, sir. 


LETTER FROM DADE COUNTY, FLA., CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


L would like to introduce into the record a letter from the Miami 
Dade County Chamber of Commerce prepared by the Economic De- 
velopment and Research Department, in which they go into more 
detail as to the economic benefits of that particular commercial airport. 

Senator Hottanp. You would like to have that in the record ‘ 

Mr. Rotrs. May I, sir’ 

Senator Hottanp. Yes. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


M1AMI-DapE County CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Miami, Fla., June 7, 1956. 
Mr. Henry J. Roirs, 
Committee for Burke Airport, 
Annandale, Va. 


Dear Mr. Roirs: As per our conversation in my office a few days ago, let me 
assure you that the Miami International Airport has indeed played an important 
part in the growth of our city and is one of the leading forces in our present 
economic structure. 

More than 20,000 persons, with a payroll of $72 million are employed at the 
airport. This is not seasonal employment but year-round employment serving 
as a stabilizing factor in our somewhat seasonal economy. Eastern, National, 
and Pan American Airways have located overhaul bases on airport property. 
These, along with other airlines have invested over $600 million in facilities. It is 
estimated that these companies purchase some $40 million in goods and services 
yearly from south Florida merchants. 

The Dade Couny Port Authority has approximately $60 million invested in the 
airport and plans are underway for an additional $4 million expansion program. 
The need for expansion is reflected somewhat in comparative figures for the first 
quarters of 1954 and 1955. In the first quarter of 1955, some 951,955 passengers 
arrived and departed from the airport—an inmerease of 21.8 percent over the 
previous year; 35,418,965 pounds of air cargo passed through the terminal—an 
increase of 14.4 percent over the previous year, and 2,977,118 pounds of airmail 
were handled—an increase of 7.7 percent over the previous year. 

According to surveys conducted by the University of Miami, approximately one- 
fourth of the estimated 2,500,000 tourists who visit our area each year came to 
Miami by plane. This means some 625,000 tourists used this means of transpor- 
tation. These visitors stay an average of 21 days and spend from $10 to $12 
per day in the Greater Miami area. Figuring an average expenditure of $10 
per day per tourist, we can directly attribute some $131,250,000 in tourist expendi- 
tures to the airlines and our airport. 

Until 8 years ago when airlines began to aggressively advertise and promote 
“package vacations” to Miami and Miami Beach in the summertime—many Miami 
area hotels and businesses closed for the entire summer season. In 153, some 
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40,000 persons visited our area during the summer on the basis of the “package.” 
We have no estimate as to the impact of these airline promotions insofar as their 
power in influencing persons to visit Greater Miami by means of transportation 
other than the airplane. Suffice it to say, that practically all of the ocean-front 
hotels now remain open all year round and that many of the businesses and 
places-of entertainment which formerly closed have followed suit—adding much 
to our yearly economy. 

The value of land adjacent to the airport has increased tremendously in the 
past 10 years. According to local real-estate brokers, the land north of the 
airport along Northwest 36th Street business-zoned, was $20 to $30 per front 
foot 10 years ago. Today this land is priced at $500 to $600 per front foot, To 
the east, along LeJune Road, values which were $20 to $30 per front foot now 
stand at approximately $400 per front foot. Owners of LeJune Road property 
do not want to sell their holdings—practically all of it is for lease only. To the 
west of the airport, land was $50 to $100 per acre 10 years ago—today it sells 
from $2,500 to $5,000 per acre. The expansion and increasing importance of 
Miami International Airport has undoubtedly played a great part in this increase 
in land values. 

We are very much aware that Miami International Airport has aided our 
economy in many other ways. The above, however, are some of the more 
tangible effects. 

Very truly yours, 
OLIVER JAMES, 
Director, Economic Development and Research Department. 


STATEMENT OF SENATOR HOLLAND CITED 


Mr. Rotrs. And I would like to quote a statement made, if I may, 
sir, by Senator Holland at the last Senate Appropriations Committee 
hearing during my testimony in which he stated: 


I think it shows very clearly what all of us know to be the fact, that the 
location of the airport there— 


meaning Burke— 


would be highly beneficial to the area in a dollars and cents way. It would 
create industry. It would create homes. It would create great values. You 
approve that rather extensively and you compare it to the Miami situation in 
which exactly that same result has occurred. 

In Virginia we have four rather fair-sized commercial airports at 
Roanoke, Norfolk, Charlotte, and the Byrd Airport at Richmond. 
A meeting held at Richmond a few weeks ago by a committee set up 
by the State legislature to study the feasibility of a State Airport 
Authority found out from the representatives of these four airports 
that the land values around those airports had increased several times 
the original value in every instance and that considerable industry 
had been attracted to those airports. 

I would like also to mention the results of economic impact on 
airports throughout Europe. A study was made by our committee 
of 12 of the major commercial airports in Europe—London, Paris, 
Nice, Rome, Zurich, Vienna, Berlin, Hamburg, Copenhagen, Amster- 
dam, Lisbon, and Sh: annon. The results briefly were that in each 
instance these 12 major airports are preparing for the jet age by 
either expanding the airports they have or in building new airports. 

London, as you know, has just completed a new large airport for 
jets. Paris has built a new one. Rome is building a new one. 
Zurich in Switzerland is spending $45 million to enlarge its airport 
to handle planes for the jet age. Vienna is planning an : entirely new 
airport. Berlin wants to build a new airport at the edge of the city, 
but this particular airport, which is in the heart of Berlin, has got 
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such a sentimental attachment for the people, primarily, I was in- 
formed, because the airlift meant their very livelihood and life for 
some time, that they have difficulty in building a new airport on the 
outskirts of the city, the only place where land is available. 

I would like also, if I may, to submit a picture of the Berlin 
Tempelhof Airport, which is surrounded with large apartments and 
vther construction. It indicates how growth can ‘take place around 
a large commercial airport. In every instance there was economic 
‘evelopment and growth around the 12 airports mentioned. In every 
instance there was increased land values adjacent to these airports. 

indon is probably the most fantastic in its adaptation of economic 
features to improve the commercial developments around an airport. 

For example, they have four branch banks, different banks, located 
within the airport and they have a separate building cailed the Queen’s 
Building, which is almost entirely for commercial and recreational 
purposes. It includes a theater, lecture halls, conference rooms, res- 
taurants, and similar facilities. 


REACTION TO BROYHILL POLL 


I would like now to comment on the Broyhill poll, which would 
indicate the sentiment and reaction of Fairfax residents to the pro- 
posed Burke Airport. Might I briefly summarize the results of this 
poll by stating that the 1 -esults showed clearly that the majority of the 
registered voters who replied to the poll were in favor of the Burke 
site. Incidentally, the poll was mailed out to 35,000 registered voters, 
and the return was 30 percent, which expert pollsters say is a phenom- 
enal return. They usually expect about 10 percent, so the sampling 
was very substantial. 

The percentage in favor of the alnpert was 52.8 and the percentage 
opposed was 39.3, and no opinion, 7.9, showing a clear majority of 
some 1314 percent. What is partie ularly significant is that the largest 
areas which favor the airport were in close proximity to the proposed 
Burke site. 

Incidentally, there are 7 magisterial districts in the county of Fair- 
fax which comprises 407 square miles. In Centreville, with 131 
square miles—and this is the Centreville area here [indicating]: it is 
approximately one-third the total area of Fairfax County—the num- 
ber of returns in favor of the Burke Airport was 599, and only 233 
opposed. You can see that that area is less than a mile from the 
Burke site at its nearest point. 

Senator Hotzianp. The highly populated area of Centreville, as I 
remember, is on the highway where that blue block is, and that must 
be at least 10 miles from the : airport, isn’t it? 

Mr. Rotrs. Yes, sir; that is correct. As was pointed out yesterday, 
the average residents per acre is approximately three, within several 
miles of the airport, so in this whole discussion the immediate vicinity 
of Burke Airport has very, very few residents. 

Senator Hotianp. The fact of the matter is, though, that the little 
town of Centreville is almost as far away from the Burke Air port site 
as you can get and be in Fairfax County. 

Mr. Rours. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Horzianp. Thank you. 

87317—57 
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INTERPRETATION OF BROYHILL POLL 


Mr. Rotes. The main point I am trying to make here is that the 
interpretation of this poll has been that even though the majority of 
residents in the county favor the airport, those in the immediate 
vicinity of the airport opposed it, and Congressman Broyhill has 
stated that several times in correspondence with Senator Butler and 
with other committees considering the Burke site. 

The second largest magisterial district is the Lee district, with 17 
percent of the total area, and that takes in about half of a contiguous 
area of the Burke site and there, as you can see, the vote was 565 in 
favor of the Burke site and 340 opposed. The third largest is the 
Dranesville area—that is the one farther away—where 1,172 favored 
and 743 opposed. The Mount Vernon area, which is down here, had 
827 favoring and 394 opposed. In the Providence area, which includes 
the town of Fairfax shame the courthouse is and where other com- 
mittees have heard particular complaints about planes flying over 
that town, there was a majority of 710 in favor and 545 opposed. 

The Falls Church magisterial district had a majority of 1,102 in 
favor to 1,049 opposed, and may I point out that in the Falls Church 
district the high majority of residents are in the northerly portion of 
that magisterial district away from the Burke site. 

The final magisterial district is the Mason district, and that has 
8 percent of the area—Falls Church has 8 percent of the county area 
also—and that was the 1 out of the 7 that was opposed to the airport 
by 823 to 569. Again, may I point out that the committee that is 
opposing the Burke Airport is largely headquartered and their influ- 
ence is greatest in the Mason district in the Springfield area. 

Senator Smrrxu. Mr. Rolfs, where is Vienna on that map? 

Mr. Rotrs. Right there [indicating]. 

Senator Hottanp. Where do you live, Mr. Rolfs? 

Mr. Roxtrs. I live at 3000 Gallows Road in Annandale. I am a 
registered voter in Fairfax County and have been for a number of 
years, 

Annandale is here and this is Gallows Road right here. 

Senator Hornanp. You live how many miles away from the airport? 

Mr. Rours. Four miles, sir, and I am building in the Annandale 
area. Incidentally, as far as builders are concerned, every major 
builder, and those who are building closer to the airport than I am, 
such as Edward Carr, who was president of the board of trade last 
year, are entirely 100 percent in favor of the Burke Airport in that 
it would improve land values and bring tax revenue to the county. 

Senator HotitaAnp. Thank you, sir. 


ATTITUDE OF RESIDENTS NEAR PROPOSED SITE 


Mr. Rots. Incidentally, in connection with the statement made by 
the opposition to the airport about people close to Burke being opposed 
to it, on both television and radio debates with Mr. Reisner, chairman 
of the Anti-Burke Airport Committee who will testify later, our 
committee offered $1,000 to be donated to any charity of their choice if 
they could prove by an objective poll that those statements were true, 
that the majority of people close to the Burke site opposed it. Our 
committee made a survey of 135 people living close to the airport and 
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130 out of the 135 favored the Burke site, for reasons similar to those 
which Mrs. Capen stated as an earlier witness. 

I have just a few other comments, one in connection with military 
jet planes which was developed at some length yesterday. I am in 
complete sympathy, Senator Holland, with yourself and others as 
to the hazard of military jets and if there was a military jet airport 
proposed for Fairfax County I would be just as much opposed to 
it as I am favoring the commercial airport, but I am sure that you 
and other members of the committee would agree that the problem 
with military jets is entirely different and even though the trend of 
the B—-52’s replacing the B-47’s might be producing even worse haz- 
ards, the trend with the commercial jets is in exactly the opposite 
direction, particularly because they have been so ordered in the 
contracts with the manufacturers to reduce the noise and other haz- 
ards, such as vibration that would affect neighboring areas to 
commercial airports. 

JET PERFORMANCE DATA 


For the first time the manufacturers of both the planes and the 
engines are concerned with that problem, as is the CAA. The point 
that has not been stressed either, is that jet planes take off at a steeper 
angle than the piston engine and will fly higher and faster. 

Senator Hor.anp. That depends on the amount of load; doesn’t it? 

Mr. Rotrs. I am talking about fully loaded aircraft. 

Senator Hotianp. The experience around McDill Field is the exact 
opposite of that. The heavily loaded planes labor a very long time 
getting up. 

Mr. Roxrs. I am referring to commercial jet planes, not to military. 

Senator Hottanp. However, they do not exist; do they? 

Mr. Rours. Yes, sir. They have performance data. I got this 
information and it was verified by Boeing. I mean the B-707, There 
are two versions of it. At full load capacity its incline rate would be 
greater than that of the piston-type engine. I have the chart here 
if you care to see it. 

Senator Hotianp. If you are relying on the information put out by 
the manufacturer, rather than upon any performance in any known 
field in the United States, you know, of course, that the performance 
in France and in Britain, as testified yesterday, has to do with jet 
planes which have exactly the same objectionable qualities that our 
Air Force jet planes have. You know that: do you not? 

Mr. Rours. No, sir. I do not quite understand your point. 

Senator Hoitanp. You know, do you not, that the jet passenger 
planes that are being used in the British and French situations have 
exactly the same distressing qualities that now are found in the case 
of our Air Force jet planes? They do not have any noise suppressor. 

Mr. Rotrs. That is correct. That was brought out yesterday, sir, 
but the point was also brought out that every jet plane in this country 
would have a noise suppressor. 

Senator Hotianp. You are predicting, then, for the future? 

Mr. Rotrs. That is what I heard yesterday from one of the CAA 
officials. 

Senator Hottanp, You are not basing your testimony, though, upon 
any proven situation or upon any existing jet passenger planes in 
this country ? 
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Mr. Rorrs. No, sir. This is information from Boeing, and the 
information on the afterburners in the European jets and the silent 
suppressors in this country was produced yesterday by one of the 
officials of the CAA, and that was my reference to that comment on 
noise suppressors. 

Senator Hottanp. Your reference with regard to the European 
jets was that they were not using any noise suppressors. 

Mr. Rotrs. That statement was made yesterday here, sir. Inci- 
dentally, a question also raised yesterday was about the Russian jets 
and when I was in C openhagen, the manager of the airport told me 
that commercial Russian jets land and take off from the Copenhagen 
Airport, which is the farthest west they come, and they have taken off 
on a 7,500-foot airstrip. I believe you asked that question. For 
what it is worth, I happened to learn that while I was there. 


NORTHERN VIRGINIA ECONOMICS 


One point about the economics of northern Virginia area. We have 
one of the most unusual economies there of any place in the country, 
primarily because of the majority of Federal employees and the lack 
of business, industry. and commerce. 

For that reason, our credit rating in obtaining interest rates for 
school bonds, for example, is rather low, and every leader in the north- 
ern Virginia area has stated how badly we need business and industry 
to broaden the tax base. We are not only faced with increased taxes 
at present—the tax was increased last year—but with the increase in 
schoolchildren that tax rate is going to go up several dollars a hundred 
more unless industry, business, and other facilities are brought in 
which are taxable, and those of us who studied this believe sincerely 
that the economic advantages of a commercial airport at Burke would 
help to balance this so-called bedroom economy in the northern Vir- 
ginia area. 

Incidentally, the Real Estate Board of Northern Virginia has com- 
pletely and wholeheartedly endorsed the Burke site, and if there was 
any possibility of depreciation of land values, certainly that organ- 
ization, which makes its livelihood on land and development, would 
not be in favor of it. 

Finally, I would like to make a comment on the leaders in Fairfax 
County. I will say that I know that the opposition is not unanimous 
and that there is a definite, strong minority in favor of the airport. 
This current board, which was practically new as of the beginning of 
last year, has not had a full hearing on what the pros and cons of the 
Burke site are. They have not appointed any committee to make a 
study or investigation, even though our committee and the chamber 
of commerce have asked them to do so, and I believe that most of 
them—this is my opinion—are openminded on the subject. 

I am sure other comments will be made later on that point. 


OBJECTION OF CONGRESSIONAL REPRESENTATIVES 


Senator Hotianp. Could you give your opinion as to why the two 
Senators from Virginia and your - Congressman from your district are 
very strongly opposed to the Burke site? 

Mr. Roirs. Yes: anyone who goes just a little bit below the surface 
can find out that it is because of a few individuals who are personally 
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concerned and affected, and I will say for them that they had a point 
in their favor. If our land and property was to be affected, it is an 
American right to protect your property from being taken away or 
affected in any way that you feel is detrimental, and I believe it is in 
support of some of the people who will be affected by this that the 
impression has gotten out that large numbers are opposed to this air- 
port, sir, 

Senator Hottanp. How would property be affected detrimentally 
by this airport, as you suggest ? 

M:. Rois. The first time I debated this subject with Mr. Howe, 
who is in the room, at the Springfield school, his major objection 
Was that this commercial airport would depreci iate land values around 
the airport, and that got in the newspapers and the people were told 
that their homes and properties would be depreciated. 

Now, there has never been any certified appraiser who has ever made 
that statement, but that, call it propaganda, was publicized and many 
people—I will say a number of people—believed it, but we are in the 
process now of obt: aining a petition which we believe will be several 
times that of the opposition, which we hope to have ready for you 
before the end of this month. 

Senator Hottanp. Would you mind pointing out on the map which 
you have there where Springfield is? 

Mr. Rotrs. Here is Springfield right here, sir [indicating]. It is 
almost midway between National Airport t and Burke Airport. This 
is National Airport here, incidentally, and here is Burke Airport. 
It is about 4 miles. 

Senator Hottanp. About 4 miles from the airport? 

Mr. Rours. East; plus the fact that your east-west runways will 
only carry about 5 percent of the traffic. About 95 percent will be 
north and south, so there will be very little air traffic over here. 


OBJECTION OF SPRINGFIELD CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Senator Hottanp. Why should the chamber of commerce in Spring- 
field oppose the airport ¢ 

Mr. Rotrs. The chamber of commerce in Springfield is in favor of 
the airport, but there is a civic association which is of a very unusual 
nature. They have very few people appear at the meetings and they 
always seem to take unanimous resolutions which are damaging, in 
my humble opinion, to the county. I can give you one example ‘that 
happened just two weeks ago. 

There are 900 members in the Springfield Civic Association and they 
had a meeting 2 weeks ago to discuss a proposed business privilege 
tax, which is going to tax ‘businessmen on their gross receipts, regard- 
less if they make or lose money, and all of the businessmen feel it is 
au very, very unfair tax, as does the University of Virginia and other 
authorities, but they held a meeting, and according to their bylaws 
they must have one-sixth of the membership present to form a 
quorum. They did not have a quorum so they went out and knocked 
on doors to try to get a quorum. They did that twice and still did 
not have a quorum, but they decided to conduct a meeting anyway 
and one so-called economist got up, called himself doctor—I won't 
mention his name—and he said, “Fellow citizens, if you do not vote 
for this business privilege tax, your tax rate is going to go up to $5 
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a hundred.” It is now $3.20 a hundred on your homes. So he made 
a motion to unanimously support the proposed business pr ivilege tax 
in Fairfax County and it hit the headlines the next day. 

It is unfortunate, but the papers seem to catch those sensational 
statements, and there was less than a quorum present at that meeting 
and I have that from the people who were there. 


EFFECT OF AIRPORT LOCATION NEAR UNIVERSITIES 


Senator Hotianp. The letter which I have from that organization 
indicates that the location of the airport there is depriving them of the 
opportunity to get a branch of the University of Virginia. Have you 
heard that? 

Mr. Rotrs. Yes, sir; very much, sir. I happen to be on the advisory 
council for the establishment of’ a university in northern Virginia, 
which unanimously selected a site in the Ravensworth area, which is 
this district right here, and they just use this aes as a whipping 
boy. Every time something comes up they ah the airport is going 
to hurt us, so our committee made a survey of about a dozen universi- 
ties, including Harvard, MIT, NYU, George Washington, the Uni- 
versity of California, U niversity of Michigan, University of Miami, 
and a few others. 

Senator Porrrer. You are citing a couple of good universities. 

Mr. Rotrs. Thank you. I did not see you there, Senator. I am 
sorry. I would have mentioned Michigan first, but I had to get Miami 
in, too. 

However, our purpose was to find out whether there was any harm- 
ful effect of a university being in close proximity to an airport. All 
of these universities are within less than 5 miles of an airport and in 
every instance they indicated that an airport was a definite and dis- 
tinct advantage because they could easily travel to other places to 
give talks and lectures and they could easily get speakers and, as a 
matter of fact, at the U niversity of Michigan they actually have 
classes at the airport. They have a joint working arrangement. 

Senator Porrer. The university has leased the airport. “They own 
Willow Run, or it is on lease to them. 

Mr. Rours. That is right. They have a joint work-school arrange- 
ment and a very happy relationship, and I believe that there would 
also be a distinct adv: antage in having the university close to the air- 
port for the reason that in this technological age it is highly desirable 
to develop those technological features where you could have your 
laboratory close by and also have quick access to other areas for travel 
purposes, 

That point was mentioned at the hearings on the university site 
and that quickly eliminated any opposition on that point. It has also 
been used in connection with the location of a hospital in Fairfax 
County. I submit they are building a tremendous hospital at Andrews 
Field. This is a military airport, “right here at Andrews. They are 
building a 350-bed hospital within the airport, and that is certainly 
going to have jetplanes there. I would not recommend it, but it shows 
that it is possible to have hospitals, if they are constructed properly, 
close to airports. 

Senator Hottanp. Then you are not of the opinion that the pro- 
posed location of the Burke Airport detrimentally affects the proposed 
location for the branch of the University of Virginia? 
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Mr. Rotrs. I think it would decidedly be helpful to the branch of 
the University of Virginia. 


UNIVERSITY OF MIAMI LOCATION 


Senator Hotianp. Your information was that the University of 
Miami was within 5 miles of the airport there? 

Mr. Rotrs. I do not remember that specific figure, sir. 

Senator Hotzanp. I understood you to say that it was one of the 
institutions. 

Mr. Rotrs. We did check those universities that were within 
approximately 5 miles of airports. About how far is it? 

Senator Hottanp. It is farther than that. I do not know how far 
jt is. The University of Miami is in the southern part of Coral 
Gables, and the airport is at 36th Street in Miami. The air distance, 
I would guess, would be nearer 7 or 8 miles. Of course, they are not 
operating jets at that airport, but the facts will have to speak for 
themselves on that. I just know it is more than 5 miles. 

Mr. Rorrs. One of the points the University of Miami brought out 
is that they have a large number of students coming up from South 
American which is very accessible to Miami Ti ccamtien oy having the 
airport close by. I only have one final point to make, if I could do 
this, and this is probably blue-sky dreaming, but in talking to Mr. 
McHugh, who developed the master plan which was adopted in Fair- 
fax County in which he recommended that the Burke site would be 
a distinct advantage to Fairfax County, he said that it would be a 
planner’s dream to have this airport because you could start from 
scratch and build it in an ideal manner. 

Those of us who studied this for some time feel that it could not 
only be built from an architectural and cultural and efficient point 
of view in that direction, but it could possibly be opened with a world’s 
fair, which Washington has never had, as a salute to the jet and 
atomic age, and some of those buildings could remain as permanent 
exhibit buildings, and as time goes on, with some 6,400 acres, which 
is almost 10 square miles, this large airport area could be developed 
into an international or world city, which could be this country’s 
contribution to peace throughout the world, similar to the pageant of 
peace that is held here at Christmastime. 

Senator Hotianp. Six thousand and four hundred acres is the area 
now contemplated to be used by the airport, is it not ? 

Mr. Rours. That is the figure I heard here yesterday, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Thank you. Are there any questions? 

Senator Smiru. I have no questions. 

Senator Porrer. I have no questions. 

Senator Hottanp. The next witness is Col. William C. Shepherd, 
president of the Georgetown Citizens’ Association. 

Colonel Shepherd. 
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GEORGETOWN CITIZENS’ ASSOCIATION, DistRIcT OF COLUMBIA 


STATEMENTS OF COL. WILLIAM E. SHEPHERD, PRESIDENT, AND 
MRS. MARJORIE MOORE, MEMBER, COMMITTEE ON TRAFFIC 


SUPPORT OF BURKE AIRPORT SITE 


Colonel SHeruerp. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I am Col. William Edgar Shepherd, president of the Georgetown 
Citizens’ Association, a civic organization having approximately 500 
members in “Old Georgetown,” District of Columbia. 

I have brought with me a member of our association, Mrs. Marjorie 
Moore, housewife. living in Old Georgetown and a member of our 
committee on traffic. 

For several years past our members and other persons who live or 
work in Georgetown have suffered from the deafening noise caused 
by low-flying aircraft passing over the area. So great is the noise and 
vibration, to say nothing of the danger, from these fr equent flights that 
while they are in the air over our “heads it is impossible to carry on 
a normal conversation during the day or to sleep at night. 

Noise-abatement measures instituted by the Air Transport Asso- 
ciation and the Washington Airport Survey Committee have not been 
fully effective and with the rapid buildup of air activity at the Na- 
tional Airport the nuisance is becoming every day more aggravated. 


RECOMMENDATION OF ASSOCIATION 


Having reached the conclusion early in 1956 that the problem was 
to a considerable extent caused by the ever increasing congestion at 
National Airport, this association went on record in favor of a second 
airport for Washington and endorsed Burke, Va., as the most suit- 
able location. This action was followed on June 2 , 1956, by a resolu- 
tion of the Federation of Citizens Association, comprising 55 member 
bodies in the District of Columbia, which recommended : 

That construction begin at an early date on a second commercial airport for 
the Washington metropolitan area and because it satisfies major criteria recom- 
mends further that careful consideration be given to the proposed site at 
Burke, Va. 

Mr. Chairman, I am now authorized by my association to urge this 
subcommittee to promote the early realization of a second airport, 
at Burke, Va., and pending completion of that project to encourage 
the temporary diversion of a major number of flights from the Na- 
tional Airport to Friendship Airport near Baltimore, where facilities 
are currently available. 

I have that statement in writing, Mr. Chairman, with several copies. 

Senator Hottanp. Thank you very much. 

How many miles is it from the National Airport to the Georgetown 
area which you represent ? 

Colonel Surruerp. The National Airport, I imagine, is about 5 
air-miles. It is a little longer by road but there is one circumstance 
that aggravates the situation. That is that there is a prohibited area 
in Washington which comprises the Capitol, the White House, and 
the Lincoln Memorial, and the pilots are not permitted to fly over that 
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area. The flights taking off to the north and northwest are supposed 
to follow the river until they reach a height of 1,500 feet or until they 
are over Chain Bridge which is upstream from Georgetown. Now, 
frequently it has been shown that this flight pattern is not followed. 
It is not followed ever in bad flying weather. 

Also, I understand from talking t to some of the pilots that in certain 
cases where there are large and extra heavy planes it is very difficult 
for the pilot leaving the : airport to make the turns which are neces- 

sary to follow that pattern and the consequence is that we have a great 
deal of noise over our area, and it is very distressing. 

I think that Mrs. Moore could probably add to that. 

Senator Hotianp. The point of your testimony is, as I understand 
it, that your area, 5 air-miles or more away from the National Air- 
port, finds it distressing and disturbing to have the propeller-driven 
commercial planes which now exclusiv rely use that airport take off over 


your residential area even though it is 5 miles or more away from the 
air es ; is that correct ? 


‘olonel SHepHerp. Yes, sir. 
SECONDARY AIRPORT FAVORED 


Senator Hotitanp. And you are favoring a secondary airport pri- 
marily with the view of lessening that noise and disturbance of your 
lives, particularly at night, in the Georgetown area? 

Colonel SHernerp. Yes, sir. I would like to say furthermore, that 
the citizens of Burleith and Foxhall and Palisades and Glover Park, 
which are very close to our area, are unanimous in their opposition. 

Senator Hortanp. Now, those areas are west of the Scisamars 
area. 

Colonel Suepuerp. Yes, sir; they are up the street. 

Senator Ho.ianp. They get further and further away from the 
National Airport. Would you say that those areas are anywhere 
from 5 to 8 miles away from the National Airport / 

Colonel Sueruerp. I would say that they are 10 miles away. 

Senator Hoiianp. And they are unanimously on record as being 
disturbed by the present operations out of the National Airport? 

Colonel Sueruerp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. They want a second commercial airport estab- 
lished to serve this area because of that fact ? 

Colonel Sueruerp. That is right, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. Have you heard of the fact that the dwellers 
in the Arlington Towers have been disturbed to the degree that many 
people who were considering going there had declined to go there 
because of the very thing about which you are talking? 

Colonel SHeruerp. Yes, sir; I have heard that. 

Senator Porrer. There are just a few of us hardy souls that are 
still there. 

Senator Hotitanp. The Senator from Michigan is one of those 
hardy souls, as he terms himself, who has lived through the commo- 
tion. 

Senator Porrer. I think in fairness we should say that the Towers 
are full. They have no vacancies and I have found in my experience 
that at first it was difficult but I do not notice it any more. I assume 
that it is like anything else. You can get accustomed to almost 
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anything. If I could carry that on a little further, would your 
organization recommend that you get further away from the noise 
by having the permanent airport for Washington at Friendship 
rather than Burke? 

Colonel SHeruerp. Yes; I think that would be a great help. It 
certainly would. 

Senator Porrer. I do not know of anyway that this committee 
could abolish air traffic entirely. In other words, you would prefer 
Friendship to Burke? 

Colonel SHreruerp. We would prefer anything which would take 
the traffic away from Georgetown. 

Mrs. Moore. Immediately. 


COMMENT ON BURKE ENDORSEMENT 


Colonel Suepuerp. I would like to make a comment on our endorse- 
ment of Burke. That was not just an arbitrary opinion but we have 
people in our organization who are familiar with aviation, expe- 
rienced in it. We have people like Maj. Gen. Howard Davidson, for 
example, who was an Air Force commander during the war, and we 
have a number of pilots and when this question came up as to whether 
or not we should make a recommendation they all said, “Yes, by all 
means. We have studied this thing and Burke is the place.” 

Now, I regret very much that 6 months ago the air companies did 
not make experimental use of Friendship. I certainly agree with you, 
Mr. Chairman, that that should have been done, but I do not think it 
alters the fact that ultimately we should have a second airport in the 
best possible location and we consider that Burke is that. 

Senator Horianp. I certainly appreciate your candid testimony. 
Did you wish for Mrs. Moore to testify likewise? Do you wish to 
be heard, Mrs. Moore? 

Mrs. Moore. I would just like to say that I am a homeowner in 
Georgetown and a voter in Rhode Island. I have owned my home 
in Georgetown for the past 6 or 7 years and I have seen the traffic 
grow heavier, the planes larger and heavier. 

We complained to the Air Transport Association constantly. We 
receive one excuse after another. In the summer we are told that 
planes have to fly low because of the humidity, but in the past week 
they still fly low, and I do not see how they can complain of humidity 
in the last week. 

Senator HoLttanp. Would you call the situation unbearable ? 

Mrs. Moore. Yes, morning, noon and night, and 7 days a week; and 
on holidays they have extra planes. Christmas Day was really 
extraordinary. 

Senator Hotitanp. The main idea of both of you witnesses, if I get 
it, is to divert this traffic somewhere else; is that right? 

Colonel Surpuerp. That is right. 

Mrs. Moore. We have more noise than New York in a residential 
area. 

Senator Hotianp. Of course, your testimony relates to disturbance 
created entirely by the present propeller planes. 

Mrs. Moore. Yes. 

Colonel Sueruerp. Yes. 

Senator Hotianp. Senator Smith. 
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Senator Smiru. I have no questions. 
Senator Hottanp. Senator Potter. 


OPPOSITION TO JET USE OF AIRPORT 


Senator Porrer. I have heard it suggested, although not at this 
committee hearing, that they extend the parallel runways at National 
Airport that extend it out into the river so that jets could come in 
there. You would not favor that, would you? 

Colonel SuHepuerp. No, sir. 

Mrs. Moors. We favor no more improvements at National. 

Colonel Suernerp. I am not an expert in aviation, but I have 
looked at the plan for Burke, and it seems to me that the location of 
the twin east-west runways and also the single north-south runway 
is such that a line prolonging those runways to the north and to the 
east would not come over Ceoegubien: Now, whether they would 
turn off course in time to go over Georgetown is another matter, but 
I do not think they would because I believe that this prohibition which 
includes the Capitol and the White House and the Lincoln Memorial 
would still be in effect, and I doubt very much if they would come 
over that area, 

Senator Hotianp. I certainly appreciate your testimony, and I 
think that in all fairness to everybody concerned this testimony points 
up the difficulties with which this committee and the Congress are 
confronted ; that is, the location of the second airport where it would 
cause a minimum of disruption of living in an area that is largely a 
residential area, whether it be Georgetown or other parts of the area. 
It is not an easy problem. 

Thank you very much. 

Colonel SuHreruerp. I thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much for per- 
mitting us to testify. 

Senator Hottanp. Thank you; and thank you, Mrs. Moore. 


We will call Mr. R. J. Johnson, manager of the Arlington Chamber 
of Commerce. 


ARLINGTON, VA., CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


STATEMENT OF R. J. JOHNSON, MANAGER 


SUPPORT OF BURKE AIRPORT SITE 


Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, it is my pleasure to 
appear before you this morning. I would like to start by stating that 
we have two sets of resolutions, one of which I shall not read, passed 
April 15, 1955, which was more or less a gesture to the committee 
working on this particular project. This, however, was sent to various 
Congressmen, to Senators, our county board and likewise the present 
Committee on the Burke Airport. The second set of resolutions to 
which I direct your attention is the supporting set passed by the 
Arlington Chamber of Commerce February 1956: 

Whereas the location of any airport should be for the advantage of those who 
use it; and 


Whereas the Burke, Va., location would be within 25 minutes’ driving time of 
Washington; and 


Whereas this location could best serve important Government facilities, which 
would be in close proximity to same; and 
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Whereas the economic development of northern Virginia is most necessary in 
order to properly serve with schools the thousands other facilities of Goveru- 
ment and service residents who live in this area; and 

Whereas the Burke Airport would facilitate this economic growth, not only 
by bringing into this area approximately 10,000 people with a possible payroll of 
$30 million per year, but likewise aid greatly the further industrial and business 
growth of this area: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we, the Arlington Chamber of Commerce, Arlington, Va., go on 
record as favoring the selection of the Burke site for Washington's alternate 
airport ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of these resolutions be sent to: The County Board of 
Arlington; all Virginia Congressmen and Senators Harry Flood Byrd and A. 
Willis Robertson and, likewise, the President’s Committee on the Burke Airport 


with the request that they assist with the carrying out of the intent of these 
resolutions. 


Respectfully submitted. 

THE ARLINGTON CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
By Rosert J. JoHNsoN, Managing Director. 

Senator Hotianp. It would seem to me that the gentleman who 
represented the Fairfax group this morning said that this payroll was 
going to be $21 million a year. It has grown to $30 million. 

Mr. Jounson. Maybe it would grow further than that, but I might 
say we have been optimistic and have that thought in mind. We 
could be in error. I do not think anyone here could guess that 
amount. This is a figure that we were given as an approximate figure 
back in February 1956. 

Senator Hortanp. You have heard the testimony on behalf of the 
Georgetown Citizens Association. Arlington County, which, as I re- 
call, comprises nearly all of the portion of Virginia which was origi- 
nally included in the 10-square-mile area that comprised the District 


of Columbia, may not lie in the direct flight pattern as does George- 
town. 


NOISE FACTOR 


Have you had and do you have constant complaints about noise 
from the flying of the planes from the National Airport ? 

Mr. Jounson. I would not say we have had constant complaints. 
We have had complaints. However, I think the adjustment of their 
routes has certainly served our area. I live in the county and as far 
as I know they have been very small, very few. From time to time 
the county board have had it brought to their attention. I know their 
meetings have been disturbed from time to time but the rerouting 
of those planes, as far as I understand, has been most helpful, and it 
is also the thought of the people in this area that the Burke Airport 
would relieve some of that congestion and as a result would possibly 
take some of the planes away which in the past have disturbed us. 

Senator Hotzanp. It is a fact, is it not, that the flight patterns from 
National Airport do not take heavy passenger planes at present di- 
rectly over Arlington as they do over the area just east and north of 
the river ? 

Mr. Jounson. I think most of the planes now follow the river route 
as far as they can. 
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COMMUNICATION FROM MARYLAND FLYERS ASSOCIATION 


Senator Hotianp. I think it might be well in order that everyone 
knows that we have more than one alternative suggested, to read into 
the record at this time the communication which the committee has 
just received from the Maryland Flyers Association : 


The Maryland Flyers Association position regarding the controversy about 
the Burke or Friendship alternate for Washington National Airport is that 
ueither choice represents a wise solution. We wish to call to the committee’s 
attention the present facility at Beltsville. This airport was originally con- 
structed during 1942 on a tract of 770 acres as an air support command base for 
the defense of Washington under the World War II defense program. Upon com- 
pletion, use of this facility was not deemed necessary for its intended purpose 
and the airport has never been utilized for aviation purposes. Beltsville Airport 
is located on and surrounded by vast acreage owned by the Government and 
operated by the Department of Agriculture. The airport is not over 2 miles 
from the Baltimere—-Washington Expressway, about 14.5 miles from the United 
States Capitol and about 30-minute drive from downtown Washington or down- 
town Baltimore. At present there are 2 paved runways, one 3,960 feet in length, 
the other 4,400 feet in length and both 150 feet wide together with all necessary 
construction to make them complete and serviceable. Beltsville Airport would 
be expanded for a small fraction of Burke’s cost. We are opposed to Friendship 
because of distance, we are opposed to Burke because of cost, distance, and 
increasingly heavy auto traffic between Burke and Washington. It is easier 
and cheaper to displace turkeys than people. 


MARYLAND FLYERS ASSOCIATION. 
I thought that might be a constructive idea to insert into the record 
at this time. Thank you, Mr. Johnson. 
Unless there are other requests from those whom I called, I will 
proceed in order. 
Mr. W. C. Wills, president of the Fairfax Chamber of Commerce. 


FAIRFAX, VA., CHAMBER OF COMMEKCE 
STATEMENT OF W. C. WILLS, FORMER PRESIDENT 
SUPPORT OF BURKE AIRPORT SITE 


Mr. Wits. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, it is a 
pleasure to be here. I am not at present a president of the Chamber 
of Commerce of Fairfax County, but served in that capacity last year 
and am a member of the board this year. I am here to propose the 
establishment of the second airport at Burke. The Fairfax County 
Chamber of Commerce has been on record in favor of this. I think 
that it would offer the least amount of disturbance to the people of 
Fairfax County and in view of the fact that the Government has put 
so much money into it and all studies have gone into the adoption 
of Burke Airport as the second airport, that it would serve the county 
very well from an economic standpoint. I think that it is hard for 
anyone to conceive the real economic advantage that would come to 
Fairfax County. 

Likewise, the only concern that I, as an individual, have in these 
plans is that they talk of 4,500 acres. I think that possibly they 
should enlarge it and not limit it to this figure because with our prog- 
ress of time and in the space of these ships that we talk about today, 
[ think in 10 years that by the time we get it completed it would be 
antiquated. If the people around the airport object to it, let the 
(sovernment buy some additional land. I do not believe they would 
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be willing to sell. I think they would want to hold onto it because 
of the land values it would create. I do not know anywhere where 
land that is usable, such as in that area, has deteriorated. It would 
be a great boon. The two airports need to be as closely located as 
possible and most of all operated by the same agency. 

If Virginia would adopt and buy the two airports, I personally 
would think it would be a great asset to own them. At this point 
they do not. 

It seems to me that Congress has a responsibility to keep up with 
the progress of the times. You build these ships. We go into the 
research, put money into building faster and larger ships all the time 
and then we turn around and want to haul the people twice as far as 
you would have to haul them from Burke and I do not believe you can 
dictate too much to the people where they are going to ride to an 
alternate. I think they would wait a day and when reservations are 
picked up at these airports and the space is already called for and 
someone needs to get on one you just cannot, as a lot of people know. 

Senator Hottanp. What area do you suggest be acquired by the 
Government in order to take care of future growth ? 

Mr. Wuts. I am not an expert on that and would not try to say, 
Mr. Chairman, but I do think that they should consider, if at all, 
larger space instead of cutting it down. There has been a lot of talk 
of cutting the space down. If they needed space to clear the runway 
patterns, that would give less objection. 

I live in Fairfax County. A lot of planes fly over my house day and 
night. I do not find it too objectionable. 

Senator Hoiitanp. Where do you live? 

Mr. Wus. I live in Annandale. 

Senator Porrer. You are like 1am. You are getting hardened. 

Mr. Wus. No; I moved into this pattern a year ago and, surpris- 
ingly, I get little disturbance from it. 

Senator Hottanp. How far is Annandale from the National Air- 

ort? 
: Mr. Wis. About 4 miles. 

Senator Hotianp. It is not in the direct flight line, is it ? 

Mr. Wixs. I do not know. There are a lot of planes crossing over 
my house. I do know that. 


AREA OF AIRPORT 


Senator Hottanp. You heard the statement yesterday that as origi- 
nally proposed when it was authorized this airport had a proposed 
size of 2,500 acres and that it has now grown to 4,500 for acquisition 
in fee simple with enough easements to make the total some 6,400 
acres at the very least. Is it your view that even that size should be 
enlarged ? 

Mr. Wu.s. I do not know, Mr. Chairman. As I said, I think the 
6,400 acres is better than the 4,500. It is like trying to provide parking 
space with cars and highways. You just never seem to have enough 
of it and when you are putting it in you should put it in as big as 
the money and Congress indicate that they want to put it in. 
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SITUATION AT MAC DILL FIELD 


Senator Hotzanpv. The chairman of the subcommittee has been dis- 
turbed by this situation. At MacDill Field, where the size of the 
operation is such as to protect landowners, homeowners were in the 
flight pattern at the time of the operation of propeller-driven planes. 
There is a situation now where the operation of the jet planes has been 
shown to practically destroy the chance of living in a place over 6,000 
feet from the end of the runway which is very long. 

The owner has brought suit against the Federal Government. 

The Federal Government has filed a plea of the statute of limita- 
tions stating that the property owners should have complained at the 
time the original installation was put in. Notwithstanding the fact 
that the disturbance did not exist at that time at all, that plea has 
been filed by the Department of Justice in this case. That makes the 
chairman feel that there is very much point to your statement that 
whatever can be foreseen as a possible necessary area, and perhaps 
more, should be acquired in view of the fact that we are having further 
and further progress made in connection with weight of planes, speed 
of planes, utilization of jets, and all those other things that we have 
heard about in this hearing; and that if we err, it ought to be on the 
side of size rather than on the side of smallness in setting up of a new 
great airport. 

If I understand your testimony, that, in substance, is how you feel 
about it. 

Mr. Wixts. That is right. 

Senator Hotxtanp. Are there any questions from the committee? 

Thank you, sir, 

Mr. Wits. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. The next witness is Mr. Tom Broyhill, of the 
Northern Virginia Economic Development Corp. 


NORTHERN VIRGINIA ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORP. 
STATEMENT OF TOM BROYHILL, MEMBER 
SUPPORT OF BURKE AIRPORT SITE 


Mr. Broyuiiy. I am merely a member of a subcommittee of this 
group having to do with business promotion in northern Virginia. 
I have no prepared statement. 

I have listened with a great deal of interest to the comments made 
here. We are concerned with getting enough business and industry 
in northern Virginia to take some of the taxload off of these people 
that oppose the Burke Airport. We do not always have the coopera- 
tion of these good people but we are working along that line and 
making considerable progress. We think that the Burke Airport 
would be a tremendous asset to northern Virginia. 

I live in the flight lane of the planes. I listened to the Senator from 
Michigan speak about Arlington Towers. I do not think you would 
have much luck if you applied for an apartment there right now. 
There are some 1,600 or 1,700 families living in that apartment build- 
ing. I live up the Potomac River about a half mile from the river, 
just at the point where the planes make their swing to fly west and, 
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while you notice it occasionally, I have found now that it does not 
bother me in the least. 
Senator Hotianp. How far is that from the National Airport? 
Mr. Broynitt. In air-miles about 5 air-miles I would say, but they 
are at a point there where they change the pitch of their propellors 
and are making as much noise or more noise there than they are 
making when they get up about 500 feet off the runway. 


OPPOSITION OF REPRESENTATIVES 


Senator Hottanp. Could you advance any explanation as to why, 
in your judgment, the two Senators from Virginia and the Congress- 
man from your district oppose this airport ? 

Mr. Broyrut. Well, I do not like to speak for close friends that 
way, but I say politics sometimes makes strange bedfellows. I do 
not think that Senator Byrd or Senator Robertson have any real 
strong objection. I think in the case of Joel, he just got caught in 
that Burke trap right off the bat when he was first eleoted and through 
a mutual friend of ours, Paul Brown. He is a nice fellow and lives 
where the airport is to be located. I think his home is one of the ones 
to be taken and I do not blame him for fighting for his home, but on 
the other hand, you have to face reality. We have to have another 
airport in this area and it has to be located somewhere. I think the 
Burke location, according to the experts and my own personal opinion, 
which is not an expert one by any means, is the only feasible one in 
this area. 

Senator Smirx. Is the Congressman your brother? 

Mr. Brornitz. He is my cousin. Being a little facetious, there 
was a remark last night and one of the fellows at the bridge table 
said, “By the way, Joel, why do you oppose the Burke Airport?” 

He said, “I am just opposed to everything that is progressive.” 

Senator Porrer. He may disown you from the family. 

Mr. Broyui1. That is right. I think that both the Senators and 
also Joel realize that that airport has to be located somewhere in 
that area and I think it is like a dose of medicine. After you get over 
the shock of taking a bad dose of medicine sometimes the effects are 
beneficial afterward. 

Senator Hotzianp. You think this is a dose of medicine for the 
Burke area { 

Mr. Broyut. It is a bad dose of medicine for those people living 
around there, but I think they are being frightened needlessly. I 
do not think that they will see any land values go down; nor do I 
think they will be disturbed too much. I might say that in my 
opinion as to the trend toward air transportation—and I fly quite 
a bit—that in the next 10 years I do not think you will need a 10,000- 
foot runway. I think that those planes will be taking off probably 
in 3,000 or 4,000 feet fully loaded, because the trend is to build the 
power. 

I do not think we will have any problem with any more land than 
you have under consideration. I think 6,400 acres would be ample 
to take care of us for the next 50 or 100 years. 

Senator Hottanp. You think that we do not have to be disturbed 
about the matter of greater space than now seems necessary ? 
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‘Mr. Brorritn. I do not think so. I think that those planes will 
take off on a 3,000-foot runway. I think the planes today actually 
use less runway than in the old days. ‘They have more power. 

Senator HottaNnp. Are there questions ? 

Thank you, sir. 

I have next the name of Mayor Bendheim. Somebody remarked 
that he would not be here. Is anybody here with his statement ? 

Please state to Mayor Bendheim that if he has a statement he wishes 
to put in the record the committee will be very glad to incorporate it. 

Mr. Duncan, president of the Alexandria Chamber of Commerce. 


ALEXANDRIA, VA., CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


STATEMENT OF R. DUNCAN, PRESIDENT 
SUPPORT OF BURKE AIRPORT SITE 


Mr. Duncan. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, Alex- 
andria and northern Virginia first came into being as a logical and 
natural center of interchange during the time of ‘the sailing vessel. 
Today ours is the most convenient section to the National “Capital 
offering water, truck, and air transportation plus ample room for the 
expansion of modern industr y, businesses of all kinds, and homes. 

Progress moves forward. ‘Tt cannot and should not be nullified or 
overly “delayed by relatively small pressure groups reflecting special 
interests. ‘The overall good to the many is of prime concern and we 
of the Alexandria Chamber of Commerce feel location of the proposed 

: airport at Burke is to the best interests of northern Virginia econom- 

ically and commercially and to the benefit of the Nation from the 

point of convenience and relief to the already overloaded capacity of 
the National Airport. 


Alexandria enjoys the prosperity brought by the National Airport 


| and from being the fourth largest rail interchange i in the world. 
Therefore, as president of the Chamber of Commerce of Alexan- 
. dria, the gateway to the South and to the Nation’s Capital, we urge 
‘ the adoption of Burke. 
Senator Hotxianp. I thank you, sir. 
s I see you are a very good chamber of commerce man. It would take 
one such to bring the Potomac Yards into this discussion. 
- Mr. Duncan. I would like to add something else. Iama real-estate 
T broker and have had the privilege of locating industry in northern 
I Virginia. We have American Machine & Foundry Co. which is lo- 
vy cated in Alexandria strictly because of the National Airport. They 
fe started with 12,000 feet, went to 20,000, and recently have increased to 
). 40,000. 
ly American Machine & Foundry, U. S. Electronics—I can name any 
ne number, and I am certain that in this blighted area now, or fairly 
desolate area, you will find industry of modern day very enticing and 
nn attractive to the people in that area and beneficial to the State. 
sle Senator Hotianp. Mr. C. Hink, president of the Falls Church 
Chamber of Commerce. He is not here. 
ed Please state to him that if he wishes to file a statement he will have 


that privilege. 


87317—57——_9 
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I assume that that is satisfactory with the members of the commit- 
tee. We expect the hearing to close very shortly and I am unable to 
state exactly how soon. We would hope to bring it to a close within 
the next 3 or 4 days. 

Mr. C. Harnett, president of the Mount Vernon-Lee Chamber of 
Commerce. 

Mount VERNON-LEE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


STATEMENT OF C. HARNETT, PRESIDENT 
SUPPORT OF BURKE AIRPORT SITE 


Mr. Harnerr. Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate commit- 
tee, I am president of the Mount Vernon-Lee Chamber of Commerce. 
We have 300 or more members. We are directly south of Alexandria 
along the Potomac River, particularly along No. 1 Highway. 

I will read this statement, sir, if I may. 

Our members are businessmen, professional men, citizens associa- 
tions, business and community groups and individuals having an in- 
terest in the promotion of the general welfare of the Mount Vernon 
and Lee magisterial districts of Fairfax County, Va. 

At a general membership meeting of this organization held at the 
George Mason Hotel at Mlacundtia, Va., on Monday, May 16, 1955, 
and after a briefing session on the subject, a question and answer 
period and due deliberations, the said general membership did go on 
record as favoring Burke Airport as necessary for the proper eco- 
nomic growth, prosperity and well-being of their area of concern, 
namely the Mount Vernon and Lee magisterial districts of Fairfax 
County and their immediate trade area. The Mount Vernon and Lee 
Chamber of Commerce has continued to support this position since 
that date. 

Senator Hotianp. Do you have any questions, Senator Smith? 

Senator Smirn. No. 

Senator Horianp. Senator Potter. 

Senator Porrer. No. 

Senator Hotzanp. Thank you, sir. 

The committee will be in recess until 2 o’clock this afternoon. 

(Whereupon, at 11:55 a. m., a recess was taken until 2 p. m., of this 
same day.) 

AFTER Recess, 2 P, M. 


LETTER TO AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION 


Senator Hottanp. The subcommittee will please come to order. 

I note that Mr. Tipton is the next on the list of witnesses and he is 
to testify on behalf of the Air Transport Association of America. I 
will ask that there be inserted in the record at this time a copy of the 
letter written by the chairman of the Senate Appropriations Commit- 
tee, Senator Hayden, to Gen. Milton W. Arnold, vice president, opera- 
tions and engineering, Air Transport Association, on July 30, 1956, 
making the same request of that group that Senate committee had 
made of the CAB and the Department of Commerce. 
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(The letter referred to follows :) 


JuLy 30, 1956. 
Mr. Mitton W. ARNOLD, 


Vice President, Operations and Engineering, 
Air Transport Association of America, Washington 6, D.C. 

DeAR Mr. ARNOLD: Pursuant to the motion adopted by the Committee on 
Appropriations during the consideration of the second supplemental appropria- 
tion bill, I have appointed Hon. Spessard L. Holland as chairman of a special sub- 
committee of five to study the question of additional airport facilities for the 
Washington area. 

The other members of the special subcommittee are as follows: Hon. Warren 
G. Magnuson, Hon. John Stennis, Hon. Margaret Chase Smith, and Hon. Charles 
KE. Potter. 

It is apparent from the results of the floor debate in the Senate that the Senate 
sustained the committee position, as expressed by Senator Holland, to explore 
the situation at Burke more fully than it has been explored since 1950 and like- 
wise to insist that the interim, or alternative, measures be tried out so that actual 
operation will show what relief can be obtained from them. In the course of the 
hearings on the supplemental budget request for $34,700,000 with which to begin 
construction of the additional Washington airport at Burke, Va., it was obvious 
that, during an approximately 3- to 4-year period of construction, various meas- 
ures of interim relief would be necessary to alleviate congestion at the present 
Washington National Airport. 

It is intended to defer until later in the year any hearings which may be held 
by the special subcommittee looking into this matter. In the meantime, how- 
ever, it is requested and expected that you will give your full cooperation toward 
early consideration for adoption of the proposed alternatives, in whole or in 
part. Admittedly, one or several of these alternatives would have to be used 
even if construction at the Burke site started tomorrow. The Senate Committee 
on Appropriations feels that it is entitled to have information on the results 
obtained from the use of one or more of such alternatives before committing the 
Federal Government to the expenditure of the $50 million or more required to 
complete the Burke Airport. 

It is requested that the Senate Committee on Appropriations be promptly 
advised with regard to any cooperative action taken by you in connection with 
the request of July 9 by the Secretary of Commerce for the designation of 
Friendship International Airport as an alternate for Washington National Air- 
port. Your early response will be appreciated. 

Yours very sincerely, 
CARL HAYDEN, Chairman. 


Postscript: I enclose herewith copies of letters, similar to the above, which 


I have sent today to the Secretary of Commerce and the Civil Aeronautics 
Board. 


Atr TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA 


STATEMENTS OF STUART G. TIPTON, PRESIDENT; MILTON W. 
ARNOLD, VICE PRESIDENT, OPERATIONS AND ENGINEERING; 
AND ROGER G. FLYNN, OPERATIONS DIVISION 


SUPPORT OF BURKE AIRPORT SITE 


Senator Hotianp. All right, sir. You may proceed. 

Mr. Tipron, Mr. Chairman and Senator Smith, my name is Stuart 
G. Tipton. I am president of the Air Transport Association, which 
represents substantially all of the scheduled airlines of the United 
States. I would like to present at this time Gen. Milton Arnold, the 
vice president of operations and engineering of the Air Transport 
Association, and his assistant, Mr. Flynn. 

I would like to proceed with a very brief general statement and 


then we, of course, will be available for any questions the chairman or 
the committee would like to ask. 
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Senator Hotianp. Proceed, sir. 

Mr. Tieton. We are here today, of course, to discuss the question 
of a second airport for Washington. The proper decision on this 
question is vital to the future of air service to the Nation’s Capital. 
And it is time, I think, that a decision can be made. The question 
of a second airport for our country’s Capital City, which some people 
call the capital of the free world, has been studied and restudied, 
debated and redebated. The issues, it seems to me, are now rela- 
tively few and relatively simple. 

You have heard from the Government’s experts on technical mat- 
ters and other details affecting the recommendation they made to you 
that the construction of the so-called Burke Airport in Virginia is 
the best solution to the question before you. Their reasoning and 
their recommendation seem to us to be valid. I will, therefore, not 
attempt to improve upon the testimony of experts or to duplicate 
what they have said. It is my hope to present as plainly as I can those 
relatively few and relatively simple issues I referred to a moment 
ago. 

NEED FOR SECOND AIRPORT 


What has issue No. 1 been from the outset? Issue No. 1 it seems 
to me was the initial question as to whether the Nation’s Capital really 
needs a second airport. London, where the traffic is much lower, has 
two airports—incidentally, I hope to avoid statistics in this presen- 
tation, but I shall be happy to provide them later, if you wish. Rome, 
where the traffic is much slower, is building a second airport. But 
the feeling for a time persisted in some quarters that the Capital 
of the United States—the capital of the free world, if you will—can 
indefinitely continue with a single airport, and that airport, gentle- 
men, an airport not designed for the jet age. 

The debate over the last few years has settled, it seems to me, the 
issue of whether Washington needs a second airport. The fine in- 
stallation at Washington National Airport is now being used to 
capacity. If any of you gentlemen are air travelers—and I know 
that you are—you have sensed the fact not only through statistics, but 
through your own experience. There is a limit to the capacity of 
Washington National Airport, and that capacity has just about been 
reached. 

AVAILABILITY OF ANDREWS 


As I say, there is no longer much debate whether the Nation’s 
Capital needs an airport system, and not just a single airport. So, 
in recent years the issue became instead a question of where a second 
airport should be situated. For a time, Andrews Air Force Base was 
a leading contender—in the view of everybody except the United 
States Air Force. The airlines agreed to use Andrews, and publicly 
and officially notified the Secretary of Commerce to that effect. We 
did suggest that the Air Force might be reluctant to put it at our 
disposal. And that is what has happened. 

The Air Force does not feel able to turn Andrews over to the civil 
users on either a full-time or part-time basis. So the fact is that 
Andrews is not available, and that, it seems to me, eliminates the 
second issue. 
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CONSIDERATION OF FRIENDSHIP 


So issue No. 3 became the question of Friendship, the fine installa- 
tion serving Baltimore. The contention was made that the logical way 
of providing the additional capacity which Washington must have 
would be to have the airlines serve the Nation’s Capital via the fa- 
cility designed to serve Baltimore. The rationale in support of this 
position was, basically, that since Friendship is a tainly long way 
from Baltimore, and an even greater distance from Washington, it 
could logically serve both great metropolitan centers. That, when 
you face the arguments realistically, was essentially the basis for the 
osition. 
. Now, one thing should be clear. I believe that most of the airlines 
serving Washington also serve Friendship. It would therefore fol- 
low that, since they already have facilities at Friendship, the easiest, 
most inexpensive way for then to operate from a second airport would 


be to use Friendship. The airlines will have to pay their way at 
either airport, after all; but they already have an investment in 
Friendship. 


SURFACE TRANSPORTATION 


But we are not dealing with what airlines want or do not want. We 
are dealing with what the public wants. I again ask those of you 
who are air travelers to refer to your own experience. Remember, to 
be most eflicient—or even to be reasonably efficient—W ashington’s new 
airport system must provide for easy, rapid surface transportation to 
the downtown area and between airports. 

The fact, whether the airlines like it or not, is that selection of 
Friendship would not permit easy, rapid surface transportation to 
downtown Washington and between airports. Therefore, designation 
of Friendship would constitute a deliberate decision to have an in- 
efficient arrangement, despite the fact that it would be easy for the 
airlines, as operators, to follow the line of least resistance and accept 
Friendship. 

I would like to record one other reservation which should be con- 
sidered in connection with the Friendship proposal. I have been 
told that some people in Maryland—which is my own State—are 
pushing hard for Friendship because of the very substantial economic 
benefits that air centers confer upon an area. I would like to suggest 
the possibility that the designation of Friendship might not be a 
favor to Baltimore. It might, in fact, be a disfavor in the course of 
a very few years. The whole historic experience of air transporta- 
tion suggests that the citizens of the Baltimore area are going to 
need every bit of capacity that Friendship can afford. In a sense, 
in the long term as against the short-term view, seizing Friendship for 
use by the Nation’s capital would be a little bit like saying to Balti- 
more: “Now that you have had the good sense to provide for your 


own future, we are going to deprive you of the advantages of your 
foresight.” 


ADEQUATE WASHINGTON AIRPORT NATIONAL RESPONSIBILITY 





Is there another issue? At one time there was. At one time there 
was a contention, never very widely held, to the best of my knowledge, 
that some agency other than the Federal Government should under- 
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take the responsibility for providing any new airport facilities 
required by the Nation’s Capital. But again, I believe that in recent 
years there has been a growing unanimity of opinion that the creation 
of an adequate airport system for Washington is a national responsi- 
bility. 

In fact, gentlemen, I think you could go so far as to say that if 
the Federal Government does not act, you can be perfectly certain 
that no other governmental agency will. 

I would like to make one final suggestion as to a perspective from 
which to view the proposal for a new airport. We all have fallen 
into the habit of referring to it as Washington’s second airport. 
It occurred to me the other day that the phrase is misleading. The 
new airport would be second in point of time, true. But there should 
be no mistaking the point that it would be primary in all other re- 
spects—size, importance, service. And it should be first, also, I think, 
in setting for the world an example of what the future airport at a 
nation’s capital should be. 

That concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, but I would 
like to add some additional material arising out of some of the discus- 
sion this morning. 

NOISE RESPONSIBILITY 


The representatives of the Georgetown Citizens’ group appeared 
here and presented their testimony, and their problem with respect to 
noise, an several times during their testimony there was laughter 
in which we all joined, but I think we have to recognize that that is 
not any laughing matter that they were talking about. It is not a 
laughing matter to then and it is not a laughing matter to us as air- 
lines. 

We have done a great deal of work and we have done a great 
deal of planning to seek to avoid becoming a nuisance to the public, 
to seek to eliminate the problem of noise to the greatest extent we can, 
and still run an air transportation service. Our efforts along that line 
have taken a large number of courses in the Washington area. 

As the witnesses pointed out, we have arranged patterns in which 
the operators are to fly under circumstances which make that kind 
of an operation safe which are designed to keep the noise down as best 
we can. 

CONSIDERATION OF JET TRANSPORTS 


In the preparation for the jet transports, which have very im- 
portant bearing on the issue we are talking about today, that has been 
a very important issue in the consideration of the jet transports, be- 
cause they are going to be very expensive airplanes, $514 million to $6 
million. 

We are taking a very great risk in buying up to the present, time 
$1,700 million worth of them. We want to fill them and we want to be 
able to operate them and we do not want to cause, obviously, a public 
outcry against them. It has been in our selfish interest to see to it 
that we accomplish that purpose, and I would like to have General 
Arnold show you some charts which indicate the performance charac- 
teristics of these airplanes, particularly as it affects their climb as 
well as the noisemaking characteristics of the airplanes, which affects, 
as well, the comfort of those who live near the airport. 

Would you proceed with that? 
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General Arnoxtp. Mr. Chairman and Senator Smith, this is the 
summation in graphical form of actual flight tests performed, and 
there are decibel readings, which is an attempt to determine the 
noise level, which is standard among the negineering world. This 
paper was presented before the Institute of Aeronautical Science on 
January 24, 1956, in New York City by the vice president of engineer- 
ing of Boeing Aircraft, and I believe the Insitute of Aeronautical 
Science has the reputation of considering only those technical prob- 
lems which are basic to the problem within the knowledge of the 
world today. 

Very briefly, we see here an envelope which is the decibel reading 
in size and distance, going out for a distance of approximately 20,000 
feet; just short of it. That is the hundred decibel reading in the 
purple. Here we see the comparable one for the DC-7 extending 
out for approximately 30,000 or 33,000 feet. The point being that 
in relation, the noise level of the 707 is less from an area standpoint and 
of equal intensity measurement. 

Going to the 90 decibel point, we see the 707 extending out to a point 
directly underneath the aircraft, sharply coming underneath, for 
approximatel 32,000 feet. Here we see the 90 decibel reading for the 
DC-7, extending out approximately to 75,000 feet. We are using 
actual comparisons here of aircraft that are known and with respect 
to the power plants, their characteristics are also known from actual 
use aid flight tests. 

Why is this true? Primarily because of the efforts on the part of 
the industry and the manufacturers to develop what we call “derating 
the engines,” putting more power in than we need, and therefore they 
do not have to be operated at full power. Secondly, is the noise sup- 
pressor, a new device that has been developed, and foremost is the 
rapid climb rate which we can see here. We cannot translate this 
properly because of the unusual condition of the chart, but we see the 
climb rate here in comparison with the 707 and the DC-7, the point 
being that the speed is not even shown here. 

The fact is the speed of the jet aircraft is faster and decreases the 
time element of noise. Secondly, the fast rate of the climb decreases 
the noise effect upon the ground. As we know, it is not a linear func- 
tion, but as the altitude increases it is a logarithmic scale of the de- 
creased noise. To explain this a little simply in comparison, I think 
we will get the actual figures, if I may, from another chart. 


AIRCRAFT PERFORMANCE RATINGS 


These are figures which neither the Boeing Aircraft developed, nor 
did the airlines develop, but the Civil Aeronautics Administration, 
which has the responsibility of certificating the airplanes. These air- 
craft will have to perform according to these lines. They will be 
tested and it will be determined that they can perform as shown here, 
because the Civil Aeronautics Administration, by order of the Govern- 
ment, has the responsibility of determining the performance and see- 
ing that they do this in order to get a certificate. 

These are actual program lines of the distance and climb rate of the 
Lockheed, the Convair, the DC-8, the Boeing, the Boeing 707, with the 
two different types of engines, and this is applicable to any of these 
types. This is what we may call a reduced power takeoff and climb in 
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the event we had people or some condition underneath we wish tc 
avoid. Therefore, the airplane’s power would be cut back and the air- 
craft held at this altitude until we moved over the area and then the 
climb would be continued. It illustrates one method of noise abate- 
ment. 

This is related directly to Burke Airport or an elevation equal to 
that. The distance is zero from the start of the runway, not from 
the end at which it takes off. The aircraft is shown to take off at ap- 
proximately 6,000 to 7,500 feet and we have altitudes in here at 4,000, 
at 20,000 feet, less 7,000 feet, which is 13,000 feet, and we come up 
here and we are 1,000 feet above the terrain. These are actual figures 
with the condition of 59° F. and we can go on out as far as 55,000 feet. 

These are the known aircraft with the exception of the British air- 
craft in the jet field. I think that it might be worthwhile to mention 
one other thing. At temperatures of 99° to 100°, we can roughly 
subtract 100 feet from this elevation. I thought this might be of some 
interest to the Senate in regard to this particular problem. 


PROJECTED COMMERCIAL JET PLANES 


Senator Hotianp. Thank you, sir. That is all projected? There 
are no actual performing commercial jet planes now serving the pub- 
lic produced by any of those companies ? 

General ArNoLD. When you put the added connotation, Senator, of 
carrying passengers, no, sir, but the prototype of the 707 is flying and 
has been ying. It is flying the engines which will be used in the 

07. 


DC-8 and the 

Senator Hotxanp. Do others exist in prototype form, exactly oper- 
ated, like the Lockheed and the others ? 

General Arnotp. No, sir, they do not exist in prototype. The Vis- 
count does. The Brittania does. We have had excellent results from 
a noise standpoint, Senator, with the Viscount. We were interested. 
We knew what the noise levels of the Viscount were. We had a num- 
ber of calls in the New York area and a few in the Washington area. 
Those calls were not on account of the noise, but they had never heard 
an airplane of this type before. It has a peculiar whine, which you 
are familiar with. 

Senator Hottanp. However, it doesn’t make any such speed at all 
as is projected in the use of these jet commercial planes, does it? 

General Arnotp. No, sir. The noise, though, is primarily from the 
exhaust, the speed of the jet exhaust fumes. 


COMPARABILITY OF JETS 


Senator Hottanp. Do you mean to suggest that the jets used on the 
Viscounts are at all comparable to what they are proposing to use on 
these large commercial jet planes? 

General Arnop. No, sir, not in size and not in power, either. 

Senator Hotitanp. Then why did you mention it? 

General Arnoxp. Because it is a turbine, sir, and because we have 
had experience with it. 

Senator Hotxanp. It is a jet operation not comparable at all in 
size to what is projected ? 

General Arnotp. No, sir; not in size. 
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Senator Hotianp. Nor in noise? 

General Arnotp. We think it is, sir. Those are actual flight tests 
and decibel readings, Mr. Chairman, of the noise level of the 707 
with the J—57 engine installed. 

Senator Hotxanp. All right, sir. 

General Arnotp. We hope that this is just only scratching the 
surface in improving the noise suppression. Senator, as Mr. Tipton 
has said, we are endeavoring within the abilities and the engineering 
know-how of this world and also in enlisting the aid and the engi- 
neering know-how of the NATO nations to further the improvement 
of these devices and we are not satisfied with this level. 


ANTICIPATED AVAILABILITY OF JET PASSENGER PLANES 


Senator Hottanp. How soon do you expect to have any jet passenger 
carrying planes of this large type available for use? 

General ArNoxtp. 1959, Senator. 

Senator Hon.anp. It has been testified here that Friendship is 
available for such use and could serve; is that correct? 

General ArNotp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. What is the possible opposition to having some 
trials with these planes on that base, already prepared and available 
and ready, before you try seeing what is going to happen when you 
‘annot possibly do it with certainty ¢ 

General Arnop. Senator, I do not understand what you are talking 
about; we are not certain. 

Senator Hotxianp. Is there any certainty in the planning of the 
engineers that the operation will coincide with the hopes and plans? 

General Arnoip. Absolutely, sir. Five percent, I would say, would 
be the maximum deviation. If not, the aircraft will not be used. 
They will not meet the contract. 

Senator Hotxanp. I recall some instances when planes have been 
produced very hopefully and have not been found to live up to 
the hopes or the specifications at all. I recall, though, it is a long time 
ago, at our field in France we had what was called a Liberty, and 
we could not get anybody to ride at all, though it was guaranteed to 
be the safest thing there, but there had been so many crashes with 
them and everybody burned up that it was preferred to stay in the old 
Sopwiths and Salmsons because they did not want to burn up, and yet 


the engineers were telling us all the time this is the safest thing yet. 
You remember that ? 


COMPLIANCE WITH PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 


General Arnotp. Yes; I remember the airplane you speak of, and 
that is where the Government of this country had the foresight for 
the development of the Civil Aeronautics Act, which is the certifica- 
tion and operating standards. Aircraft today are constantly being 
checked to comply with those minimum performance standards, and 
only recently we had occasion to check old DC-4’s that had engines 
overhauled 15 and 20 times to see that they met those standards, and 
they do. 

Senator Hoizanp. You recall, of course, the Comet 1 and the 
Comet 3; neither one lived up to the hopes or expectations of the Brit- 
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ish engineers and the assurances that they hopefully gave to the travel- 
ing public. 

General Arnotp. That is true, sir. I had the privilege of flying 
in the original Comet some, and that has been a problem with which 
Mr. Tipton is quite familiar. A number of people in aviation made 
the agreements between this Government and the British, through 
ICAO, on standards and performance and certification. There was 
no certification under the category of a Comet, as such. 

Senator Hotianp. You recall, do you not, that they put some of 
them in passenger use and after two tragic mishaps they were through? 

General Arnotp. Yes, sir; I believe, Senator, that was fairly well 
substantiated as a matter of the pressurization of the aircraft and 
metal fatigue and in the design. 

Senator Hotuanp. Of course, there have been other instances closer 
to home of planes hopefully put out that have had to be withdrawn 
temporarily or some permanently from operation which the engineers 
thought were perfectly safe, perfectly sound, and perfectly satis- 
factory 

General Arnotp. Yes, sir. We are not suggesting, Senator, that 
we do not make mistakes, and I was primarily referring to what I be- 
lieve is considered the science and the art of performance today in 
obtaining takeoff runs and climbs. 


TRIALS WITH JET TRANSPORT PLANES 


Senator Hotzianp. To go back to my question, what is the real objec- 
tion to having some trials and actual experience of some of these vastly 
faster and higher flying and, we hope, more serviceable jet transport 
planes commercially before we try to install a tremendous installation 
to serve them when there already exists an installation which all say 
is adequate to serve them reasonably close by in this area ? 

General Arnoxp. Senator, I do not think there is any objection. 
The prototype aircraft has been flying for these number of years and 
will continue. The aircraft will be tested hundreds and thousands 
of places, and I had not thought of the accumulation of the number of 
hours that we put it on that and the others. For the advantages, 
Senator, we feel that, regardless of the advent of the jet, you would 
need a second airport. 


NEED FOR ADDITIONAL AIRPORT 


I believe in 10 years you will need the full capacity of Friendship. 
the full capacity of Washington National, and an additional airport 
in this area if we are to meet the needs of aviation, the flying public. 

Senator Hontianp. Ten years you think? 

General Arnoxp. I believe so, sir; yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Senator Smith ? 

Senator Smrru. No; I have no questions. 

General Arnotp. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Tieton. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Hotzanp. There is one question I would like to ask you, 
Mr. Tipton. Why is it that none of the airlines saw fit to cooperate 
with the CAB in making a test division of their business so as to give 
to the Senate and particularly to this committee some actual facts 
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as to the adequacy of the use of the Friendship Airport in serving those 
people who come into Washington ? : 
r. Teron. There has been during the period which you refer to an 
increase of service into Friendship. 
Senator Hotuanp. I understand that did not involve a transfer of 
service from here, but the granting of new service to Baltimore, 


NONSTOP EXPERIMENTAL TRIAL 


Mr. Treron. With the advent of additional service into this area, a 
great deal of that additional service had to be put into the Baltimore 
Airport. There has been one experimental effort by one of the airlines 
to sell their nonstop service out of Friendship down the east coast. 

Senator HottaNnp. You are referring to National? 

Mr. Treron. Yes. 

Senator Horianp. They installed one-plane all-the-way service 
from Baltimore to Miami once a day. 

Mr. Tieton. That is right. In respect to an effort to sell that service 
in the Northeast and the Northwest areas of Washington, which could 
conceivably be close enough to Friendship to provide an attractive 
service to those people. As far as transferring operations from Wash- 
ington National to the Friendship Airport, the difficulty there is that 
the airlines are just not their own masters on where the public wants 
to get on an airplane and go some place. 

enator Hottanp. You mean to say that the public tells the airlines 
where to put their planes? 

Mr. Tipron. They certainly do. If you withdraw service from 
Washington and put it into Baltimore, you just put increased pressure 
on your schedules here because that airport at Friendship is a great 
distance away and the airport at Washington National is, of course, 
one of the most conveniently located airports in the country. 

Senator Hotzanp. Has there been any effort to transfer a terminal 
on a line coming from Los Angeles or San Francisco or Seattle, where 
15 minutes added could make very little difference, to see how that 
would meet the approval of the traveling public? 

Mr. Tieron. No; we have some nonstops from the west coast, a very 
limited number of schedules, out of here. Most of the service of long- 
haul nature is coupled with service of a short-haul nature as well, so 
that you would have encountered the same difficulty there as you would 
have with the short-haul service. We have to combine them in order 
to run a reasonable frequency on a reasonably economic basis. 

Senator Hotianp. Then there has been no effort to transfer any 
operation of that kind to the Friendship Airport? 

Mr. Treron. I am going to answer your question “Yes,” but I do 
not want that answer to ad the impression, that this problem of 
moving a portion of the Washington service to Baltimore has not 
been, since we received your letter, and before we received your letter, 
and in discussion with Senator Butler, and in discussion with Balti- 
more people, just very earnestly explored, but on the basis of the 
experience that we have had to date in other places, the exploration 
of it convinced us that we just cannot accomplish that. 

Senator Hoiianp. You looked for the promised land but you 
never have found it. 
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DIFFICULTY IN REACHING FRIENDSHIP 


Mr. Tieton. We have never found it. As I said in my statement 
a moment ago, from a standpoint of economics, the Friendship alter- 
native to us is the ideal one. We have our installations there. We 
have our people there. We have our loading steps. We have our 
generators. We have ticket counters, ticket space, personnel, every- 
thing. The only difficulty is that we are convinced, as I say, on the 
basis of our experience in other places, that we cannot persuade the 
public to go, what is probably an hour and 15 minutes, to an airport 
that far away and we probably would have more success in that line 
if Washington were not so convenient. We would put pressure on 
our Washington schedules that would be virtually unbearable, I 
would say, because everyone would clamor to get on the airplane for 
Washington National. We would have public criticism that would 
be very loud and long if we said to a particular passenger, “You are 
not going to Washington National. You are going to Friendship,” 
which is far away. And there is no doubt about this, I take it, that 
it would be a poor public service. 

We have to meet the public requirements. Again, that is our selfish 
interest. We want to transport as many people as we can transport. 
In order to transport them we have to give the best public service we 
can give, so that we are bound to meet the public requirements. 


EXPERIENCE IN CHICAGO AREA 


Senator Hotianp. I want to ask you about this: A report reached 
me through one of the officials of one of the Federal agencies that has 
this problem in charge that an experience in the Chicago area was 
deterring any real trial of this matter. When the second airport came 
into use there several of the companies transferred some of their opera- 
tions over there on a trial basis and immediately some of the other 
companies moved in more flights there and they took up the operating 
ae of the original Midway Field. Did you ever hear that? 

Mr. Treron. I do not know that I have heard it. I cannot recall 
definitely having heard it, but that is a problem. We are having a 
time. Weare having a time in Chicago. 

Senator Hottanp. That is what happened there, was it not ? 

Mr. Treron. I do not think that is entirely the problem. 

Senator Hortanp. What was it? 

Mr. Tieton. The problem with O’Hare is that there again you have 
quite a long distance from downtown Chicago to O’Hare and the 
ground transportation is difficult. The airlines are working on that, 
too, and we are going to try to do it better. 

Senator Hotianp. Did not some of the companies in a spirit of 
helpfulness to public agencies transfer some of their flights out there 
only to find other companies moving in at once with more flights out of 
Midway so as to again congest and completely preempt the facilities 
there? 

Mr. Treron. I cannot confirm that. Maybe General Arnold can 
confirm whether they put more in. The problem was that some of 
them did not take them out. 

Senator Hottanp. Some of them put more in according to the in- 
formation that reached me. What about that, General ? 
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’ General Arnotp. I know, unfortunately, quite a bit about the Chi- 
cago problem, having watched it as a program since 1948. I attended 
five meetings in Chicago last year on this particular problem. The 
first is—you are correct—we transferred a number of flights to O’Hare. 
I have discussed it with the city of Chicago. We have the maximum 
number now which can be utilized there with the gates and the single 
taxiway. We want to put more there. No one disagrees with that. 

There were no flights that were moved to O’Hare that were moved 
back to Midway, nor were there additional flights that took up the 
space. The facts of the matter are, Senator, we have no more gate 
spaces at Chicago. Today at Midway Airport we are double parking. 
We have no room to go, but we have the same problem at O’Hare. 
Until the city of Chicago finishes the gates and finishes the taxiway 
at O’Hare, we are just crowded at both places. 


QUESTION OF NEW LINES TO CHICAGO 


Senator Hotianp. Then all of the report that reached me was cor- 
rect except the matter of other lines coming right in with new flights 
to take the place of those that had been moved over to O’Hare? You 
say that did not occur? 

General ARNotp. No, sir. I know the schedules almost by heart 
by hours. 

Senator Hotianp. No new lines nor no old lines came in with new 
flights to again use up the full capacity at Midway ? 

General Arnorp. [ do not know of a new carrier that has been cer- 
tificated into Chicago in the last year and a half or 2 years, do you, Mr. 
Tipton ? 

Mr. Treron. No; I cannot recall any. No; I think not. 

General Arnoxp. I do not believe that is correct, Senator. In all 
fairness, I think that this is true: For instance, Delta and Eastern 
have a winter business. Historically, they will put on more flights 
this winter out of Midway and O’Hare than they had this summer. 
Some of the other carriers will decrease some of their flights there. 
I think United and American will cut back some in the winter schedule. 
This goes on each year, Senator, but there has not been this movement 
back and taking holes that were vacated. Unfortunately, Senator, 
there were no holes left at Midway. 

Senator Horzanp. All right, sir. 


TYPE OF INSTALLATION AT BALTIMORE 


To come back to your other problem, is it your contention that the 
operation that National installed at Baltimore was an effort to comply 
with the request of the CAB, or was instead granting new service, or 
enlargement of the service, to Baltimore ? 

Mr. Tirron. It was an enlargement of the service to Baltimore. 

Senator Hottanp. It was not anything in the nature of a compliance 
with the request of the CAB to try out some of the Washington 
operation there ? 

. Tieton. No. I was not trying to suggest that it was a move- 
ment of any capacity out of Washington into Friendship, because 
it was not. It was a reflection of additional service to Baltimore with 
an effort to accomplish what we had discussed with Senator Butler 
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at an earlier time of attempting to attract traffic originating in the 
Northwest and Northeast sections of Washington to come into Friend- 
ship instead of coming down to Washington National. As you get 
out well north in Washington it would look in theory as if that would 
work and our difficulty is that a very high percentage of our Wash- 
ington traflic originates not out in the outlying areas of Washington, 
but out of the downtown area. 

We have the statistics on that in detail, but I do not have them in 
mind, but it is a very high percentage of the traffic, so that our problem 
of moving people is centered in the downtown area. 

Senator Hotianp. I thought that National was helpful in at least 
trying out what it did. 

Mr. Tieton. I did, too. 

Senator Hottanp. What was the other line? You said there were 
two lines. 

Mr. Tieron. No; I mentioned only one. I said that a large amount 
of additional service had gone into Baltimore. 

Senator Hortanp. I understood you to say that there were two 
triallines. You just meant the one? 

Mr. Tipton. I just meant the one. Are there two? 

General Arnorp. Yes, sir; Florida service that Eastern put on non- 
stop, as well as National. 

Mr. Tipron. Then it is two. 

Senator Hotzanp. Is that an additional flight that they had not 
had before? 

BALTIMORE TRAFFIC 


General Arnorp. It was, Senator. I went over this because I had 
the problem of discussing it in Baltimore in the last few weeks. Sen- 
ator, there were 3 or 4 additional flights put on by Capital to Chicago 
and Pittsburgh, and there was approximately a 12-percent increase 
during the last 8 months in the traffic handled at Baltimore over the 
previous year, sir, and as I recall, it is about an 8-percent increase in 
number of flights. The total operation at Baltimore is 147,560 flights 
annually and I believe at Washington National it is 262,000 annually. 

Senator Honianp. Now on this question of 147,560, 1 am told that 
the preponderant part of that is military planes; is that correct? They 
do not Cars to land there at all. 

General Arnoxp. You are absolutely correct, sir. I think 38,131 is 
airline operation. The eae eer be 109,000, Senator, military 
and itinerant and private aircraft operations. 


WASHINGTON TRAFFIC 


Senator Hotianp. How do those figures compare with similar fig- 
ures for the National ? [ Ot 44) ' 
General Arnoip. Eighty-five percent is airline operation, approxi- 


mately 12 percent private, and I think it is 2.9 or 2.7 military. 
Senator Hotianp. Then the real operation is, so far as the traveling 
public is concerned at Baltimore, still only a small fraction of the 
operation here? 
General Arno.p. The significant point, though, I think, if I may, 
Senator, say, is that the increase in Baltimore has exceeded the Na- 
tional average. 
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Senator Hotitanp. You are talking about the increase in civilian 
travel or the increase in air landings and takeoffs? 

General ArNnoip. Both, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. The increase in landings and takeoffs is largely 
these military planes? 

General Arnotp. No, sir. I am confining that to the airlines. I 
am only talking about airlines now, Senator, and since the old Harbor 
Airport in less than 3 or 4 years there has been over a 225-percent 
increase in the operations of passengers carried out of Baltimore, 
Senator, and this is certainly significant. 

Senator Hotxiann. The total number of arrivals here are how 
many ? 

Grae ARNOLD. 257,762, sir, is the total operation, and we expect 
that to be approximately that level for this year. 

Senator Hotuanp. And the private and military here are around 
41,000 or 42,000. That leaves about 215,000 commercial, is that right? 

General Arnotp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Tieron. Those figures are on the back of the statement, Senator. 

Senator Smrru. Do you have any people who come over from 
Baltimore and the surrounding area who take planes out of Washing- 
ton National Airport or come in? 

Mr. Treron. I do not think we have any figures on that. 

General Arnotp. No, sir; we have not, Mr. Tipton. We have at- 
tempted that, and so have the management of the airport; namely, 
Mr. Perkins and Mr. Connelly, and it is practically impossible, Sena- 
tor Smith, to determine that. We have “origin and destination” re- 
ports of people, where they fly, but the idea of the number who come 
over and take an airplane from there we do not have, and I have 
been unsuccessful to break it down because of the problems associated 
with the makeup of the origin-destination report. 

Mr. Treron. The origin would be shown Washington. The problem 
is breaking that particular group of travelers out of the Washington 
origin and assigning them to Baltimore, since they come by surface 
transportation. 

Senator Smirn. Have you taken into your figuring the extra time 
consumed in getting over the bridges as compared with going out the 
other way to Friendship with the congestion that there is on the 
bridges? 

Mr. Trirron. Yes. There is congestion on the bridges, and that 
causes trouble at some hours, but even on the basis of that congestion 
Washington National and the Burke site would be close enough so 
that it would compare very favorably with the travel to Friendship, 
since the same downtown congestion, the one affected by the bridges. 
affects northbound traffic at those peak hours, too. 

Senator Surry. Mr. Chairman, I presume you will have something 
on the bridge requirements before we finish the hearings. If this is 
going to mean additional highways and additional bridges to take 
care of the increased traffic, we would want to know that in addition 
to the $35 million or $50 million that is now authorized. 
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POSSIBLE EFFECT OF NEWLY AUTHORIZED BRIDGE 


Senator HoLianp. We certainly would, and we would also like to 
know what easing of the problem, in the event Friendship were used, 
or any other port in that area of Maryland, would be occasioned by 
the building of a new bridge now authorized for which the appropri- 
ation has already been made; but the bridge isn’t underway yet, as 
T understand it. It is the Woodrow Wilson Bridge. It would cer- 
tainly meet the problem of interchange. 

Senator Smirx. And that is already authorized ? 

Senator Hotianp. And the appropriation made. 

Mr. ‘Treron. That is another bridge across the Potomac about the 
end of Constitution Avenue. Is that the one? 

Senator Hotianp. No, no. It is to go across into Maryland. 

Mr. Trrron. I see. 

Senator Horxianp. It is somewhere just this side of Alexandria. 
Maybe someone could supply the exact location, but it is the Woodrow 
Wilson Bridge. 

Mr. Treron. And the question you were raising is to the effect of 
that upon interchange of traffic between Friendship and Washing- 
ton National ? 

Senator Hotianp. That is right. The bridge would cross over, as 
I understand it, not very far beyond Washington National. 

Mr. Tipron. That I cannot answer. 

Mr. Rotrs. It is more commonly called the Jones Point Bridge, and 
its point of origination is at Hunting Towers, that large apartment 
just below the airport, as you stated. 


PUBLIC-RELATIONS ASPECT 


Senator Smirn. One more question, Mr. Tipton. 

You said it was difficult to force people to take or use planes from 
one airport in preference to another. It seems to me that it is some- 
thing of a public-relations job. Have you done anything in the way 
of selling another airport to passengers to tide us over this emergency ¢ 

Mr. Treron. It is to a certain extent a public-relations job if you 
have a leg up on it. I was thinking, as I was testifying there, of one 
change we did accomplish in travel habits, and that was a very impor- 
tant elimination of some of the peaks in the New York-Florida market 
where we worked with hotel people and put on quite a large campaign 
several years ago to convince the public that they should not merely go 
to Florida within a 2 or 3 months’ period in the wintertime, but should 
regard it as a summer resort as well. That has been accomplished, 
and I think it has helped everybody concerned ; but there it was a real 
good resort. 

However, it is awfully hard to sell a passenger that it is a good thing 
for him to travel all the way to Friendship to get an airplane rather 
than to take one that is close by. That is a hardship. We have done 
this once before. We had in Detroit years ago a downtown airport, 
and it was a good one. Out of that airport we developed a great deal 
of traffic, largely Detroit-Cleveland, because we had such a great com- 
petitive advantage over the roundabout rail service, and then we had 
to bring new equipment in, and the downtown airport was too small, 
and we moved out to Willow Run. 
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Senator Hotitanp. How long does it take you to come in from there 
to the heart of Detroit ? 

Mr. Treron. I think it is about 45 or 50 minutes. 

General ArNoxp. I checked the run for a week solid, and the short- 
est time I ever made it in was 53 minutes, and the longest time was 1 
hour and 3 minutes. 

Senator Hot.tanp. And that airport is very heavily patronized. 

Mr. Tieron. We lost all of our short-haul business. It just dis- 
appeared. 

Senator Hotianp. How long is the haul from O’Hare to the heart 
of Chicago? 

Mr. Tieton. What is that, now / 

General Arnoxtp. O’Hare to Midway, sir, or from the center of 
Chicago to O’Hare ? 

Senator Hottanp. From the center of Chicago to O’Hare. 

General ArNoLp. With the present access road it is probably an 
hour to an hour and 15 minutes. The road is very poor there. The 
city of Chicago has not completed the road to the airport. In fact, it 
is almost as long as to get from here to there by air. 

Senator Hottanp. You have not found it impossible to use O’Hare 
Airport; have you ? 

General ArNoLp. No, sir; only the limitation that we spoke of 
earlier. 

Mr. Tipton. I think that is an important point. 

Senator Hotianp. We are not talking about discontinuing the Na- 
tional Airport; are we? I had not heard any suggestion of that. 


GROUND-TRANSPORTATION FACTOR 


Mr. Treron. No, no. Our problem here is increased by reason of 
the very high percentage—I think it is in the neighborhood of. 80, or 
over 80—of relatively short-haul business where this additional time 
spent in ground transportation would make a very great difference 
to them. We have airports such as Willow Run. It is located a long 
distance out of the city, and we are not proud of that, either. I think 
that it is our only alternative there, and here we are thinking and 
this committee is studying the question of what is best: Should we 
have a relatively nearby airport to serve Washington, or shall we 
provide that service through quite a distant airport at Friendship ? 

In determining what is best, and looking at it from the standpoint 
of the public service that can be provided, we choose Burke. In the 
case of other areas in the country where we have airports that are 
quite a distance out, they are there and we are using them; we are 
doing the best we can with them, but that still does not make it good. 


FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH CONGRESSIONAL REQUEST 


Senator Hotianp. But you have not used Friendship. That is the 
thing we have had the question about. Why have you not? You 
have made no effort to use any of the Washington traffic through 
Friendship in spite of the very earnest request made to your organiza- 
tion and to both of the Federal agencies that that be done for the 
information and help of the Congress. 
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Mr. Tieton. The reason we have not is because it doesn’t provide a 

good service because we know what the ground time has to be. 
Senator Hotianp. It supplies just as good a service as the O’Hare 
Field does to Chicago and the Willow Run Field at Detroit. 

Mr. Tieton. Yes. 

Senator Horianp. Better, as a matter of fact, because it is closer 
in point of time. } ; 

Mr. Tieton. Our progress with Washington has made it possible 
to serve Washington through that airport up to now. As I said in 
my statement, we are now coming up against what appears to be the 
stops. By improvement of air-navigation facilities and air-traffic- 
control techniques, and the like, we have been able to utilize Washing- 
ton National more than we thought we could 5 years ago, but we are 
coming to the end. 

Senator Hotianp. Of course, the committee has been working very 
actively with you to that end, by requesting the moving of MATS 
and the question of moving Bolling Field and making every other 
request that we knew of that would contribute to a fuller potentiality 
at National; but the thing we hoped is that there would be some mu- 
tuality about this, and that the airlines would cooperate with us and 
give us some showing as to the adequacy, as to the use of Friendship, 
and so far there just hasn’t been any of that, and that is what we 
greatly regret; and we cannot understand the recalcitrance of the air 
carriers in their refusal up to date to make any attempt in that. 
direction. 

Mr. Treron. I would like to say that you have not been dealing with 
a recalcitrant industry here. 

Senator Hotzanp. You supply the adjective and we will not worry 
about the adjective, but why have you not cooperated? That is what 
I want to know. 

Mr. Tieton. We cannot provide a good public service that way. 


AIB CARRIER ATTITUDE 


Senator Smirn. Have you tried, Mr. Tipton? Have you tried to 
rearrange your schedules? The chairman has suggested the long- 
range flights from Friendship. Have you tried that out? I think 
what we would like to see you do is to try something and then if it 
fails, try something else, but to have such a sort of arbitrary attitude 
as has seemed to exist on the part of you people who have to do with it 
is troublesome. 

Senator Hotzanp. I approve entirely and I think that the state- 
ment was well made. I recall the last sentence of the report of CAB 
yesterday which advised us that they ran up against a complete de- 
cision on the part of the air carriers to not make any tryout of it. 
That was not the word used, but that was the meaning, and that was 
the end of it; and that we do not understand. 

Are the air carriers running this thing? 


PROBLEMS FACED BY CARRIERS 
“Mr. Tieton. I have not participated in the discussions the air car- 


riers have had with the Civil Aeronautics Board in that proceeding. 
Possibly I should have, and I would know more about that proceed- 
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ing itself, but I emphasize that this has not been an arbitrary thing. 
We have tackled it in a half-dozen different ways. Our main trouble 
in separating the types of service that we provide is that the long-haul 
and short-haul traffic is all mixed up together and we cannot separate 
them and still maintain an adequate frequency of flights. On a trip 
to the west coast out of New York there is a large traffic out of Wash- 
ington, and large traffic out of New York to the west coast. The 
seats that are available are made available to local traffic on that long- 
haul run so that it would be a poor service and a very poor one to New 
York-Washington traffic to drop them into Friendship. 

We have nonstops out of Washington, but they are relatively few. 
They would not serve either to relieve any congestion at Washington 
nor would they serve to provide a useful experiment for the Board 
and for the Congress. 

Those are the problems we have been facing and at least I will 
surely try to convince you that the industry has not been recalcitrant 
or arbitrary here. It is just that we are met with problems that we 
find difficult to work out. One problem involved, of course, is ground 
transportation from Friendship. It takes a certain amount of volume 
of ground transportation between those points to the point where 
you can give any kind of service at all at a reasonable rate to your 
passengers. 

There must be a flow of traffic moving between downtown Washing- 
ton and Friendship, which means that somehow you have to develo 
a very substantial amount of traffic. The carriers in putting addi- 
tional service into Baltimore, it seems to me, have contributed to this 
solution because the Friendship Airport with service out of it, if it 
ever will be available, is available to those who want to use it from 
the Washington area in the same way as Senator Smith pointed out a 
moment ago, Washington National is available to travelers who wish 


to take a train or other ground transportation to Washington from 
Baltimore. 


SHUTTLE SERVICE 


We have further explored the possibility of shuttle services be- 
tween the two airports, between Washington and Friendship; by 
air, I mean, not ground. 
Senator Hotianp. Such as are used in many places already. 
Mr. Tieron. Such as are used, for example, between Milwaukee 
and Chicago. 
Senator Hottanp. And O’Hare and Midway. 
Mr. Tipron. Yes; I believe there is a helicopter service there. 
Senator Hottanp. Various airfields in the New York area have 
shuttle service. 
Mr. Treron. The helicopter service. 
a Hotianp. They also have shuttle service, do they not, by 
plane? 
Mr. Treron. I think not. 
Senator Hottanp. In Fort Worth-Dallas they certainly have shuttle 
service by plane, because I have traveled it. ; 
Mr. Tieton. We have a number of flights that stop at both places. 


Senator Hotianp. I am talking-about shuttle service, a small plane 
shuttling back and forth. 
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Mr. Tieton. If you have ridden on it, it is there. I am not familiar 
with it myself. 

Senator Horzanp. I thought that you probably knew a good deal 
more about this business than I do, but I have made use of that. 

Mr. Treron. I am constantly finding out how little I know. 

Senator Hotzanp. Maybe you can help us out on this: How many 
other large airports in the United States are there like the O’Hare, 
which is over an hour’s distance from Chicago, and Willow Run, which 
is somewhat the same situation from Detroit? How many others are 
there that have an operating time between the airport and the center 
of the cities of 45 minutes or greater ? 

Mr. Treton. Can we answer that? 

General Arnoxp. Yes, sir. We can give him the facts that are pub- 
lished. As I recall, Senator, there are none. The only one that I 
recall of a distance equal to the Friendship distance from the center 
of Washington would be O’Hare. I am speaking domestically. 


LOS ANGELES SITUATION 


Senator Hortianp. I notice here in this chart which has just been 
handed me, and with which I am not familiar, it indicates that at 
Los Angeles there is a similar situation. 

General Arnoip. It depends on where you are, sir. You could be 
about 3 hours from there, I think, almost, and still be in Los Angeles, 
depending on where you picked it up. I think that is practically 60 
miles of solid city there. 

Mr. Treron. How about from the Statler? 

General Arnotp. From the Statler in Los Angeles? 

Mr. Tieron. Yes. 

General Arnotp. By road I believe the airlines give an hour for 
that. It probably takes you 45 to 55 minutes from the Statler to get 
there, and as I recall, the Statler is a bit south of Hollywood. 

Senator Hotianp. The chart carried in the United States Depart- 
ment of Commerce Civil Aeronautics Administration publication 
styled “City to Airport Highways,” which, as I say, I am not familiar, 
shows that in the case of Los Angeles, it is 45 minutes. It shows in the 
case of Sacramento that it is 45 minutes. It shows in the case of 
Youngstown, 45 minutes. It shows many others—I will not attempt 
to name them all—from 35 minutes to 45 minutes, and apparently, 
therefore, this travel time from Friendship is not an unknown prob- 
lem at all in the industry, or not a problem that has not been met in 
various other places by even greater elapsed time of travel between 
functioning major airports and cities which they serve. 

General Arnoxtp. I would like to correct one impression, Senator. 
The comparable time that will be published by the airlines for Friend- 
ship if we had adequate bus service tomorrow would be an hour and 
15 minutes, and comparable to that 45 minutes, because you must 
allow the time for checking in your bag, getting on the bus, and 
traffic delays. 

I am quite positive there would be no airline who would publish 
1 hour ground time between ‘the Statler Hotel and Friendship. It 
would be an hour and 15 minutes, Senator. 

Senator Hortanp. This is not an airplane company chart. 

General Arnon. I understand. 





ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR WASHINGTON AREA 147 


Senator Hotianp. It is a chart of the CAA, and while I am not 
so sure what they are based on, I judge by the other times that I see 
here that it is actual travel time. It says here, “Average travel time.” 

General Arnot. Yes, sir. 


OPERATIONS UNTIL COMPLETION OF ADDITIONAL AIRPORT 


Senator Smirn. Mr. Chairman, I have just an observation or a 
question or so. 

Mr. Tipton, last night I heard over the radio that probably nothing 
would be done until we had another crash, and then we would find 
that the emergency was acute enough to act. Whatever is done about 
Burke, there is some time ahead of us before we have a completed 
airport ready to use. It has been estimated perhaps 3 years. What 
are we going to do in the meantime? Are you going to continue 
to crowd the National Airport, or can you divide between National 
and Friendship and are there other airports in the area that can be 
used in the meantime? 

Mr. Trpron. That question is, of course, an excellent one and I do 
not know that I can answer it very well, but I will try. 

As far as the airlines are concerned, they will not conduct an opera- 
tion which is unsafe. Nor, of course, will the CAA permit us to 
conduct one. If we hit the capacity of Washington National Air- 
port beyond which you cannot go, at that point the airlines have 
two alternatives. 

We can stop increasing service to Washington and thus deny the 
city the service they want, or we will cast about to see what other air- 
ports can be used—for this is on the assumption that Burke is author- 
ized and under construction—between the time that we encounter that 
problem and the time service can be put into Burke. 

In looking over the situation at the present time, I know of no 
alternative for the airlines to use than to put additional service into 
Friendship during that interim period, because at that point we will 
no longer have any alternative. 

Our obligation to the public will be, so to speak, atanend. We can- 
not provide them any better service than that and that is what we 
will have to do. 

I should hedge that. I probably hedged it a good bit, but I should 
hedge it some more and that is that in facing these alternatives, the 
individual airline managements will have to face them themselves 
and they may not face them in the way I suggested they might, but 
that is the best answer I could give you. 

Senator Smiru. There seemed to be considerable difference, if I 
understood correctly, in the opinion of the CAA officials and the CAB 
officials. I gathered the CAA thought that the emergency was here 
and the CAB thought if certain changes were made that the emergency 
would not come to us for a while yet. 


HYBLA VALLEY AIRPORT 


What about Alexandria Airport? I notice on this chart that there 
is an Alexandria Airport. 

General Arnoxp. I do not know the airport personally. 1 know 
about where itis. Maybe Mr. Flynn can answer. 
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Mr. Fiynwn. That is the one that has been sold for a shopping center 
now. 

Senator Smirn. That has been sold for a shopping center, so it is no 
longer there? 

Mr. Fiynn. The Hybla Valley Airport is up for sale and it is a very 
small field, Senator Smith. Furthermore, the instrument approaches 
to Washington National come down and over this area and would 
seriously interfere with any operations here. The «airport is used for 
visual flying, Senators, and when instrument conditions prevail, flying 
from this airport ceases. It was quite a small field. 


FORT BELVOIR AIRPORT 


Senator SmrrH. What about the Fort Belvoir Airport? 

Mr. Fiynn. The Fort Belvoir Airport is inside the Army reserva- 
tion there and is used, as I understand, by the Army for their heli- 
copter shuttles up here and into the Pentagon and around to the 
various other Army installations in the surrounding areas. 

Senator Smiru. I was troubled yesterday, Mr. Chairman, when I 
learned—I had understood it, but I had not had it authentically stated 
before—that commercial flights were held up while private planes 
came in, that 1 or 2 people could hold up 60 or 80 people, and I 
wondered if there was not some auxiliary airport around Washington 
that could be used for the smaller planes during this emergency or the 
interim while we are waiting for another airport. 


CONGRESSIONAL AIRPORT 


Mr. Tirron. There has been some difficulty on that, Senator Smith. 
There is an airport called Congressional Airport, which is just over 
the line in Montgomery County. I understand the land has been 
purchased and they are phasing that out. The Hybla Valley Airport 
has been put up for sale, and I believe that Montgomery County has 
put up a half million dollars to be matched by Federal funds to con- 
struct an airport in Montgomery County for the private pilots under 
the Federal Aid to Airports Act. 

Senator Smrrx. So that that would relieve the National Airport? 

Mr. Tipton. Yes. I understand that another association which 
represents the private pilots, the Airplane Owners and Pilots’ Asso- 
ciation has been very actively interested in the Montgomery County 
project. 

Senator SmirnH. Of course, the ideal arrangement would be to have 
a landing service on top of the Capitol, Mr. Tipton. That is not 
possible, and it seems to me that we ought to make every effort to 
work out something if we are not going to have the Burke Airport. 


QUESTION OF ATTITUDE OF AIR CARRIERS 


Senator HoLianp. It seems to me rather clear from the testimony 
of Mr. Tipton that the question is a question of what order shall be 
followed. The air carriers evidently do not want to try this Friend- 
ship operation until after the Burke Airport is under construction. 
The Senate committee and this particular subcommittee were hopeful 
that that operation could start earlier so that we would have that 
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information when we were called upon to move to spend $50 or 
$60 million in building a new airport. It seems to me that we were 
thoroughly within reason in making that request, and I say again 
that I completely fail to understand the attitude of the air carriers 
in not making a real tryout of the use of Friendship available to 
the Congress, as requested. 

After all, the air carriers are very great beneficiaries of the ex- 
penditure of public funds. This same group of Senators here serves 
on a larger subcommittee which handles the matter of appropriations 
for facilities to make air travel secure. Our first appropriation last 
year was $40 million, and, as I recall, we added $35 million for that 
purpose, making a total of some $75 million. Our requirements to 
subsidize certain carriers involved quite a sizeable sum. It was a 
smaller sum than that required before, but nevertheless, was quite a 
sizable sum. I do not recall the amount, it was something over 
$16 million. Other expenditures, the amount of which I cannot recall 
now, were made last year, and are made annually, and very gladly, 
by the Nation, to support this kind of operation. 

“This contrasts with what the railroads do and with what the bus- 
lines do, and they have been in business; but I do not think the rail- 
roads would be heard very seriously if they asked that the Union 
Station be reconstructed by the Federal Government, or that the bus- 
lines would be heard seriously if they asked that the bus terminals 
be reconstructed by the Federal Government. Yet here the air car- 
riers seem to be unwilling to even cooperate by making a tryout which 
even they indicated probably is going to be required when the Burke 
Airport is underway, as they hope it will be soon, because they know 
it will take 3 to 4 years for completion. It appears to me that they 
are unwilling to risk that tryout at Friendship because Friendship 
might be more satisfactory than they expect it to be. It seems to me 
that you people, as great beneficiaries as you are of the support of 
the Federal Government, which means all of the people, while you 
are talking about service to the people might think about some con- 
sideration for all the people who are paying such a large part of this 
bill, and who are being asked to put the cart before the horse, at least 
in the opinion of many Members of the Senate who agreed with the 
committee that this matter was entitled to have a tryout before we were 
called upon to embark on such a heavy new spending venture, which, 
by the way, has such a heavy impact, as we were told, upon the com- 
munity where it was placed. 


LACK OF COOPERATION BY AIR CARRIERS 


I say again that I have not been able to understand the lack of co- 
operation from the carriers, because, if there is a group of business 
interests in the country who have been generously treated by the Na- 
tion, it is the air carriers. I am all for it. I have supported the gen- 
erous treatment of them, but I think it is a two-way street. I had 
hoped that the air carriers would show more responsiveness to the re- 

uest that was made in earnest and in good humor, accompanied, I 
thought by very fine, decent letters, from Senator Hayden. I had 
hoped that we would find some degree of response from the carriers 
in the effort to get the information which we very badly wanted. Ap- 
parently we are right where we were last year, without any specific 
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information as to the adequacy of substitute service at Friendship. 
I regret that that is the case. It seems to be wholly due to the decision 
made by the carriers. 
Mr. Tretron. May I comment, Mr. Chairman? 
Senator Horianp. Certainly. I would be very happy for you to 
comment. 
QUESTION OF TIMING 


Mr. Treron. First, on the question of timing which you mentioned 
a moment ago and in response to Senator Smith’s comment, I said 
that when we reached the capacity of the Washington National Air- 
port that we were up against an alternative of denying the Washing- 
ton people any additional service at all or going to another airport, 
at which point I expressed the judgment that, if we went to another 
airport to provide this service, it would be Friendship. 

In saying that, the timing is not when Burke gets started. The 
timing is when we come up against the stops at Washington. If we 
come up against those stops, I know of no alternative but to do what I 
said I thought we would do, and when we did it, we wouldn’t be sup- 
plying a very good public service. We would not be providing as 
good a public service as we could provide if we served the city 
through Burke. 

T have thought that it is in issue as to what is the best thing to do 
now, and it seemed to me that, in view of the fact that we are in the 
fortunate position of not being stuck with predetermined airports 
which we must serve but have available for consideration the question 
of building an airport, then in building an airport, you ought to build 
the one that will provide the best public service; and, on the basis of 
all the service we have had, it appears that that is Burke. 

Now, to comment further on the question of our gratitude to the 
Federal Government for its provision of airways and air-navigation 
facilities, I would like to say that the airlines are grateful to the Con- 
gress and to those who had anything to do with it for the air-naviga- 
tion-facilities system that has been built. Now, we are not the only 
ones, of course, who should be grateful. ‘All users of the airport, all 
users of the air-navigation facilities, military as well as civil, should 
recognize their part in that particular effort. 

As far as the comparison between the railroads and the airlines and 
their facilities, the railroads have built their own. That is quite right. 
They use them themselves. We provide our service on public airports, 
and everybody uses them, including the military, that wants to. We 
pay for them, and those charges are getting higher and higher and 
higher. It is just a difference in the method of financing. 


NATIONAL AIRPORT FINANCING 


Senator Hotianp. You mean that you pay for the operation. 

Mr. Treron. That is right. 

Senator Hotianp. You do not repay the cost of the construction ? 

Mr. Treron. At the present time at Washington we are doing both. 

Senator Hotianp. My understanding, from the large picture which 
we look at every year, is that you are not paying—the airlines are not 
paying back the original investments in the airport or the facilities, 
and the Nation does not expect it; but we do expect the charges to 
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reasonably carry a goodly part of the operation ; and they are carrying 
a large part of the operation. 

Mr. Trpron. I believe with a substantial average, too, at the present 
time. What isit? 

Mr. Frynn. As I understand it, Mr. Tipton, at Washington Na- 
tional they recently set up a new bookkeeping system and they tried 
to determine whether the landing surface itself pays for itself, or 
whether the terminal buildings, the parking areas, and all the other 
facilities, pay for themselves. I was civil by the assistant director 
of the airport, Mr. Steiner, that all of the facilities pay for them- 
selves; in other words, they also pay for the investment that has been 
made by the Federal Government with the exception of the runways 
themselves; and Mr. Steiner has indicated to me that he was not satis- 
fied that this was actually a true picture because, for example, the 
east-west runway, the very short runway at National, is not used at all, 
and that is on the books, and he thought that if there were some read- 
justment, a more realistic appraisal of the runways, it would show 
that even the landing field itself paid for itself. 


NATIONAL AIRPORT CAPACITY 


Senator Smrru. Mr. Tipton, did I understand you to say that when 
we had reached the capacity at National, you would be forced to go to 
Friendship or somewhere else, which would probably be Friendship; 
that you are of the opinion that we have not reached that point yet 
where there is danger in the traffic there at the National Airport? 

Mr. Treron. My answer to your question is “Yes, we have not 
reached that point,” because the trafic is controlled by the control 
tower and by Air Ways Traffic, so that we have not reached a satura- 
tion point. We have gate problems and we have delay problems. That 
is, rather than having danger, you have delay, and we would not 
operate there if it didn’t have the proper standard of safety, and 
the CAA wouldn’t allow us to. 

Senator Hotianp. All right, sir. Thank you. 

Mr. Treron. Thank you very much. 

Senator Hotianp. Mr. Lloyd Millegan. 


HOMEOWNERS’ COMMITTEE OF F'arrFAx County, VA. 
STATEMENT OF LLOYD S. MILLEGAN, ACTING CHAIRMAN 
SUPPORT OF BURKE AIRPORT SITE 


Mr. Miircan. Senator Holland, may I say that Mrs. Capen ap- 
preciates the courtesy you extended to her this morning. She says 
you are her true picture of a southern gentleman. 

Senator Hottanp. I appreciate that very much. 


Mr. Mitixcan. I suspect she would like to have a picture with a true 
southern gentleman. 


Senator Hotianp. Proceed, please. 

Mr. Mitiecan. Mr. Chairman and Senator Smith, it is a real privi- 
lege to appear before this committee. My name is Lloyd S. Millegan. 
Tam acting chairman of the Homeowners Committee for the Air Age, 
in Fairfax County and northern Virginia. I am a homeowner in 
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Fairfax County. I live in Little River Hills, a subdivision right near 
the town of Fairfax and on the north-south approaches to the projected 
airport at Burke. In other words, a good deal of the traffic will go 
over or near my house. 

Senator Hotianp. Are you about 4 miles from the airport? 

Mr. Mrizxecan. I am about 4 or 5 miles, depending on where you 
measure, from the end of the runway or the center of thestrip. As you 
know, there is a half-mile safety zone inside of it, so that the airplanes 
will be at least 500 feet in the air at the boundary of the airport. 

My home is in the same range as the courthouse, which is here on 
the map. The opposition to the airport has delayed the people of 
the county of Fairfax with the idea that planes would be 200 feet above 
the courthouse. 

RADIO TOWER 


I would like to say at that point that they have just erected a radio 
tower in Fairfax which is 200 feet high. This tower had to be ap- 
proved by all branches of the United States Government. 

Senator Horttanp. Your home will be in about this same relative 
position from this new airport as are the homes owned by the members 
of the Georgetown Association from the present National Airport, 
would it not? 

Mr. Mriuecan. Yes. 

Senator Hotianp. Incidentally, I live in the Sheraton Park Hotel. 
We have above us the NBC television station and have exactly the 
same reaction from many of the planes that the Georgetown Associa- 
tion people spoke of this morning, so that the television station height 
apparently does not make too great a difference. 

Mr. Mirrecan. We get plane traffic now that comes from National 
Airport. 

Senator Hotianp. They are higher than they are at Georgetown by 
the time they reach you now. 

Mr. Mirztecan. Yes. 

I have lived in northern Virginia since 1940, and in Fairfax County, 
since 1946. 

I joined the air age in 1937 when I took my first flight from Zurich 
to Geneva, Switzerland, while visiting Europe as a student. In the 
intervening years I have flown well over 300,000 miles as a passenger 
on military and civil air transport in the United States and through- 
out the world. 

My youngsters have also joined the air age. They accompanied me 
on a trip around the word, spending a year in Indonesia. I know 
that you belong to a generation that has joined the air age. My gen- 
eration has joined the air age and my children, coming up behind me, 
have joined the air age. 

INTEREST IN AIR AGE 


The great proportion of my fellow homeowners in fairfax County 
have seen fit to join the air age. Flying is a part of their business and 
their pleasure. We are interested in a safe, modern, and convenient 
commercial airport which will serve the northern Virginia area and 
the metropolitan area of Washington. We support the Burke site as 
meeting the qualifications for such an airport. 

Now, we accept Burke because all of the qualified agencies of the 
Government have spent lots of your time and mine, and money, at 
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hearing after hearing, coming right back to the same determination : 
that, for all practical purposes, the location at Burke is best. 

Now, I listened with a great deal of care to these hearings. 

I was very much interested in the description of O’Hare and other 
problem airports that I have landed at in the United States. Those 
are examples of the worst in the United States. I say that our metro- 
politan area is entitled to the best, not the worst. We are looking 
for the best safe modern convenient commercial airport. 

We want to say at the outset that our committee, and the people 
of Fairfax County, thank you, Senator Holland and Senator Smith, 
and your committee here, for holding these hearings, and for the ex- 
cellent way in which you, Senator Holland, have elicited the facts on 
new phases of the air age from all the witnesses who have appeared 
before your committee—the CAA, the CAB, and the Air Transport 
Association. We are deeply indebted to you. 

We now have in the record for the first time in these hearings some 
of the facts of this new age that we are going into. 

Remember that from 1950 to 1957 we homeowners have had to put 
up nearly intolerable decibels of noise in the absence of facts. The 
opposition, because of lack of facts on jet transports, cluttered our 
county with misinformation and information relative only to military 
jet planes, and military operations. 

I realize that you have a problem in Florida. I know what hap- 
pens. Your constituents write you all the time and half of your mail 
many days is about the military jet planes. 


OPPOSITION TO MILITARY JET FIELD 


Now, our homeowners committee is for a commercial airport, but we 
are against a military jet field in Fairfax County. 

When I saw Mr. Pyle of the CAA yesterday I asked him if he could 
give our committee some written assurance that this was a commercial, 
civil field. I said, “Now, in all of your discussions, the military must 
have been represented, because they had to discuss Andrews, Friend- 
ship, and all of the airspace problems which we are learning a good 
deal about. Did they at any time indicate that this would be a joint- 
use field? The opposition has concentrated on giving to us and the 
people of Fairfax County information on the performance of mili- 
tary planes, and have also given us, for example, a lot of information 
about the noise and problems at Miramar Base in California. 

Actually the Miramar Base is the only one like it in the United 
States. It is there that they train our young men to practice for 
takeoffs and landings on carriers. Before they go on to the bouncing 
ocean, they have to learn to hit land. They swoop up and down. 

The opposition has continued to cite facts and figures relating to 
mortgage values and noise surrounding those military fields. 


COMMUNICATION 


May I read the letter from Mr. Pyle and introduce it into the record ? 


Reference is made to your question concerning the civil use of the proposed 
second airport for Washington, D. C., which we have recommended for construc- 
tion in the Burke, Va., area. 
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This is a proposed civil airport to accommodate the public air transportation 
requirements for the National Capital area. We do not contemplate any joint use 
with the military or, in fact, any use by the military of this facility— 


and this is awfully important— 


with the possible exception of such use as might be required during a time of 
national emergency. 

If there is a time of national emergency, thank God we have had 
the foresight to build Burke because if we possibly have the time 
I want the maximum protection for my three children and for all the 
children that are out in Fairfax County. So I say we should have 
the foresight to equip this Nation’s Capital with the best, not the 
worst, facilities. 

Military airfields are available in the vicinity of Washington for military 
aviation purposes. 

AVAILABILITY OF ANDREWS 


We homeowners have studied this matter of Andrews. We have 
learned that, if you were to take Andrews and transfer it into a 
commercial base, it would cost at least $28 to $30 million to make 
a changeover to commercial. Then we have been told the military 
said “We have to have a military field and might have to build it in 
Burke or elsewhere and expend $100 million.” 

I can’t, as a taxpayer, justify the expenditure of $128 million 
when we have before us a formula that says we can get the best, the 


most modern, the safest, most convenient airport in the world at 
Burke. 


QUESTION OF TRANSFER OF ANDREWS 


Senator Hottanp. Who was it that told you that Andrews would 
be transferred to Burke? 

Mr. Mirtiecan. We have, of course, studied this very carefully, 
and have watched the record grow, and we were told that the use of 
Andrews was considered at one time. 

Senator Hoxttanp. I say: For the record, who told you that? 

Mr. Mrrzecan. I heard testimony here yesterday that either the 
CAA or CAB had at one time considered the use of Andrews and 
had held meetings on that possibility. I have read all of that record 
and, as a taxpayer I find that not only did the military say “We can’t 
give it up and couldn’t replace this $50 million investment for less 
than $100 million,” but they pointed out—and I have the report in my 
files here—showing that if for commercial purposes they were to 
take and give us the kind of service that we who fly like to have in 
an airport, and which is normal and convenient for everybody, it 
would cost an additional $38 million. My mathematics shows me 
that from a taxpayers’ point of view even my senior Senator couldn’t 
object to that. 

Should I proceed? 

Senator Hotianp. Yes. 


OPPOSITION TO JET AIRPORT 


Mr. MiiixGan. In other words, we feel that we now have an assur- 
ance that this is to be a strictly commercial field. There have been a 
lot of innuendoes for 7 years, that we have not been able to protest 
about this being a joint-use field. Let me make it very clear that the 
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homeowners that I represent on this committee are against a military 
jet field. Weare for a commercial field. We believe that the aircraft 
industry is now going to supply us the best possible plane and the least 
noisy plane. When Jimmy Doolittle and his committee went into a 
study of the crashes at Elizabeth, they incorporated every known 
safety device into the planning which was drawn for developing the 
Burke site. 

Let me say that thousands of us are in favor of the airport, in 
Fairfax County. I think you people here, the Senators particularly, 
in studying opposition know that opposition makes a fot of noise. 
They set up a smokescreen of innuendo, and many times it is that kind 
of noise that defeats you. Is that not right, Senator? 

Senator Hotzianp. I am not testifying. I am listening to you. 

Mr. Miniecan. I may get up to a fair level of decibels on this thing, 
too. I will try to keep it down. 

May I say this though, that thousands of us who are in favor of the 
airport in northern Virginia have not made—here again let me say it 
very straightforwardly—we have not tried to make the same level of 
noise as has the opposition. However, we have registered our stand 
on this matter. 





BROYHILL POLL 


Representative Broyhill asked us—he said first : 


Now look, if the majority of the people in Fairfax County are in favor of it, 
I like to go along with the majority. 

So he sent out a questionnaire. He stated he was still opposed to 
it, and we came right back and said, as Mr. Rolfs so ably presented: 
“We are for the airport and we are for it in all but one of the magis- 
terial districts.” I happen to know a lot of my friends and neighbors 
in Springfield. I know how they get telegrams and letters up to you 
that do not express the full wishes of the people who are in the civic 
association. I must say that the facts we have in the record now give 
us a much stronger case. I want to thank you again here for provid- 
ing us with the kind of facts that will help homeowners like us. 


TOTAL POPULATION REPRESENTED 


Senator Smrrn. How many people do you represent, or what or- 
ganizations do you represent ? 

Mr. Mitrxecan. Let me repeat. I am acting chairman of the home- 
owners committee for the air age in Fairfax County and northern 
Virginia. 

Senator Smirru. What membership do you have? 

Mr. Mititecan. We have formed a committee with several repre- 
sentatives from each magisterial district, and we have an organization 
that extends over the whole county. 

Senator Smirn. I wanted to get an idea of whether it is a small 
or a large organization. Can you not give me a number? 

Senator Hotianp. How many is what the Senator is asking? 

Mr. Mitxiecan. I have here just what I picked up this morning of 
the lists of people who are with us on this second airport in Burke. 
I would like the record to speak for itself, and would like the privilege 
of inserting in the record at a later date a tabulation that we are 
making currently. 
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Senator Smrru. Mr. Millegan, what I would like to know 

Mr. Mitziecan. There will be at least 20,000 of us. 

Senator Smrru. That is what I wanted. 

Senator Hottanp. How many? 

Mr. Mriiiecan. At least 20,000 of us who have no other interest 
in this than as homeowners and property owners in the area because, 
in the final analysis, we are the people who have to live with the air 
age and live with Burke. 

Senator Smiru. You are for Burke and against a military base? 


OBJECTION TO FRIENDSHIP 


Mr. Mrizecan. We are against a military base and feel also that 
Friendship is not a convenient airport. We do not want another 
O’Hare. We don’t want a situation as in Detroit, Mich., and else- 
where. We want a convenient airport. 

As you are aware, Senator Holland and Senator Smith, many of 
the facts concerning the performance of the planes to be operated 
from the proposed Burke Airport have only become available during 
the last 6 months. Even the CAA, because of military security, did 
not have the performance of the jet engine that is in the first seven 
of the Boeings that are to be the flying counterparts of the prototype 
that exists. 

Now, we have had more facts in the last few days than we have 
had, I must say, Senator Holland, in the last 7 years, on the char- 
acteristics of the planes that will be operating off of an airfield like 
Burke. We would like as quickly as possible to share these facts 
with our fellow citizens in northern Virginia and Fairfax County. 
We are asking for their opinion and for their affiliation with this 
committee through the signing of petitions. As I say, we have been 
literally overwhelmed with the response to this petition and with 
the number who have volunteered to extend this opinion poll and 
with requests to appear before civic associations throughout the 
county. The people of northern Virginia are beginning to realize 
that there has been a smokescreen lifting over the true facts and, 
for the first time, we are getting the facts. 

We are going to be able to produce a tabulation to show whether 
the person is a resident, a property owner, or a registered voter. 

We would hope to have that tabulated in time to get it into the 
record before you send it to the full committee. In any case we 
will certainly inform you of its final results. 

May we say this: We hope that if you make any recommendation, 
that you incorporate some sort of recommendation concerning local 
consultation. 


NEED FOR CONSULTATION WITH LOCAL GOVERNMENT 


The law that originally started this airport said that the CAA 
would undertake full consultation with our government out in Fair- 
fax County. We think that people in an area, if military necessity 
is not involved, are entitled to consultation. We think there was great 
wisdom in the law. 

I know very well that my friends on the county board of supervisors, 
particularly Mr. Freehill, who will testify, are very sensitive on the 
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int that our local authorities knew about Burke only 2 days before 
it was announced. It was the best kept secret in the Government. I 
think we are entitled to full consultation, and, if the CAA, as has 
been indicated to us, and the Government, now feel, and the President 
of the United States feels that we should have a second airport at 
Burke, I think we, the people, and our elected representatives are 
entitled to full consultation. We are going to ask, as a committee, 
that we be allowed to have full consultation with our board of 
supervisors. 

We think, by the same token, that the Government, which is going 
to impose this on us, should undertake full consultation with our board 
of supervisors. 

I have the testimony given on July 16 that precipitated this sub- 
committee and set it up. I am amazed at the kind of misstatements 
that were read into the record by those who were in opposition to 
Burke Airport. 

They have said: “We believe if an airport is constructed at Burke 
we face certain financial loss in the value of our houses, and possible 
tragic consequences.” 

Nobody is going to deliberately face “certain” financial loss on his 
house. So we have spent a good deal of time investigating that point 
because we know that a personal opinion—and the above statement 
represents a personal opinion—can find its only answer in the market 
place. And when I say “the market place,” I mean the real-estate 
representative who sells us our houses or from whom we buy. He 
is the man with drawers of information who can tell us whether our 
property will go down as the result of an airport. 


PROPERTY APPRAISAL 


I think I have the clearest, most recent, concise statement, concern- 
ing this aspect, and we have no facts to the contrary from those who 
oppose the airport. I would like to read into the record the statement 
out of November 1956 issue of the Residential Appraiser, which is a 
22-year-old professional magazine published in Chicago. 

Herman Knowles, Jr., member of the society’s international board of gover- 
hors, senior member, and also member of American Institute of Real HWstate 
Appraisers, currently serving as the regional vice president for New England, 
in an article entitled ‘“‘New Points in Eminent Domain” in the November 1956 
issue of hte Residential Appraiser stated, “A few years ago the author made 
some appraisals for avigation easement purposes and arrived at values that 
probably would have been higher if the appraisals were made today. A recent 
study made near two airports of the effects of flight on the value of real property 
in the vicinity of the airports, involving drawers full of sales information cover- 
ing hundreds of sales showed that these airports are big business for the areas 
where they are. They have big payrolls and lots of employees who live nearby.” 


I was particularly interested in your statement in the record and 
one that Mr. Rolfs referred to as to the effect on the economy in Miami 
and many cities all over the United States. 

They have big payrolls and lots of employees who live nearby. Properties sell 
and resell without showing losses in value. People are buying and building 
$25,000 to $30,000 houses in areas where planes fly 200 or 300 feet overhead. 

I want to say, in terms of property values, that one of the gentle- 
men of the opposition, a dear friend of mine, a fellow Methodist— 
and we are going to continue to get along, because America is that 
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type of country—has deliberately gone ahead and built a $50,000 home 
within the airport site, knowing full well that the Burke site was still 
under consideration. I think he is entitled to every consideration, but 
I do not think that opposition stemming from that kind of action 
should impinge on us, who are ready and willing to accept a safe, 
convenient, modern airport nearby. 


NOISE AND NUISANCE FACTORS 


I would like to comment just a moment on the matter of noise and 
nuisance. We have had people who talked about decibels until they 
are blue in the face, about 500, 100, and so forth and so on. We now 
have them down within reason, because they have not been able to 
get any expert in the country to testify to the outlandish and wild 
statements that they have made about noise, and or angle. It is 
true that in the Doolittle report that we have studied, that General 
Doolittle referred to a lower glide angle for the bigger planes. How- 
ever, we have talked to pilots, and people who have flown the jet 
transport prototype. We have gone to the agencies that you have con- 
stituted as the authorities to enforce and certify. We have gone to 
them and found out about the performance of these planes. I was 
impressed with the CAA chart introduced because now we have the 
facts on the performance of these planes. 

I was particularly interested in the difference between the 707 and 
the DC-7 because that indicates to me that the best propeller plane 
is more of a noise and vibration maker than is the 707, which is the 
prototype of jet airplanes that you and I will be flying in in the next 
few years. We feel that we are entitled to the facts as quickly as the 
CAA and the manufacturers can get them to us, and we want to pass 
those on to the people out in our area. 

We are encouraged by the performance of these jet planes. We 
feel that we will be less bothered by noise and nuisance coming from 
airplanes because of the introduction of the jet transports. 

The other night at a meeting, a member of the board of supervisors 
turned to a man who originated some of this misinformation and said, 
“You gave me the wrong information—referring to planes flying 200 
feet above the courthouse.” 

In the July hearing it says: “So jet planes, by the time they reach 
Fairfax will be about 200 feet above the rooftops.” It is not hard 
when you repeat the figure “200” often enough to get the people to 
believe it. 

Senator Hoittanp. We are going to have to recess in 3 minutes. 
Can you finish ? 

AIRPORT SAFETY RECORDS 


Mr. Mruuircan. Yes; I can. There are matters concerning safety. 
We know that the airlines’ safety record is getting better. We know 
that the safety record around airports is such that you can’t buy insur- 
ance; it comes to you free, gratis, with your other insurance because 
of the record. We know that in northern Virginia and we want the 
best. We do not want the worst, Senator. 

I do not want to have my wife and other wives go at least 60 miles 
one way to Friendship. Friendship is 37 miles from the Statler 
Hotel. The minimum distance people in Fairfax County are from 
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Friendship is at least 60 miles. That means that we will have to 
travel 120 miles round trip. We homeowners in Fairfax are just 
not interested in imposing that kind of inconvenience on the thousands 
of thousands who have decided to join the air age in northern Virginia. 

We are also interested in the matter of diversification of our bed- 
room economy. We have a BAA bond rating. We have it because 
there is not the proper diversification of the type that would come 
along with an airport. 

Congressman Broyhill said we do need industry. We know that 
industry can come around an airport like Burke. 


OPPOSITION TO BURKE SITE 


I wish I had the time to tell you the story of how this opposition 
developed, and who is leading it, and why, but I must say that 
basically the chairman of the opposition is also against good roads. 

I lived for several years—up until last year, on this little road, 
shown on the map here. The chairman of the committee in opposition 
lives midway. He is my neighbor and good friend, but, in 1953, it 
suddenly dawned on him that we were going into the air age and that 
Burke was still a possibility. In 1953 we had about convinced the 
highway department to put in a good road. He appeared three times 
and has prevented a good road. The opposition is largely coming 
from those who are not very immediately connected with or those who 
have not joined the air age, as you and I have, Senator, or as our 
children have. 

I asked the other night at a meeting if those who have found the 
airlines convenient would put up their hands, or those who flew, and 
all of these people in opposition were sitting on their hands. They 
have accepted the horse and buggy ; they have accepted the automobile 
somewhat grudgingly, but they have not accepted the air age. 

I was very much interested in the statement of Representative Broy- 
hill, because I know he has given this matter a lot of thought; but 
Representative Smith, who represented us for many years, until re- 
districting, is for the airport. I feel that probably Representative 
Smith can be classed as much more of a progressive than is our own 
Representative in this particular matter. 

hank you for your generous time, Senator. There are other points, 
but there will not be time. 

Senator Hotiann. Thank you, sir. 

I have been furnished with a list of those who wish to testify. If 
there are others who wished to testify, they may see the clerk and 
have their names placed on the list. We are going to start at 10 o’clock 
tomorrow morning. I hope we will complete this part of the hearing 
tomorrow. If not, we will go over into next week. 

Next week being inauguration week, I very much hope that we can 
close the taking of public testimony tomorrow. 

The committee will be in recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 4 p. m., Thursday, January 17, 1957, the committee 
recessed until 10 a. m., Friday, January 18, 1957.) 
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FRIDAY, JANUARY 18, 1957 


Unirep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 10:05 a. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
F-39, the Capitol, Hon. Spessard L. Holland (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 
Present: Senators Holland, Smith, and Stennis. 


AppiTionaL ArrportT Facrirres 


BALTIMORE ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCE 


STATEMENT OF FRANKLIN T. McHUGH, AVIATION DIRECTOR 


INTEREST OF BALTIMORE IN SECOND AIRPORT 


Senator Hotianp. The subcommittee will please come to order. 

The first name I have on the list is Mr. Franklin T. McHugh, from 
the Baltimore area. 

Mr. McHveu. Mr. Chairman, my name is Frank McHugh. I am 
aviation director for the Baltimore Association of Commerce. 

I would like to start off in mentioning why Baltimore has an inter- 
est in this particular case. The criteria of air transportation service, 
the public necessity and convenience, dictates that. a certain percentage 
of Baltimore passengers must use Washington National Airport. I 
introduced these figures, which range from 5 to 40 percent of Balti- 
more passengers that buy their tickets in Baltimore but make their 
initial departure at Washington National Airport, at the hearings 
last July, but nevertheless I would still like, if it is permissible, to 
include it in the record. 

Senator Hotianp. Without objection, it will be included. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


Estimated percentage of passengers ticketed in Baltimore but boarding initial 
flight at Washington National Airport 


Percent Percent 
RMON, 32... & cscssanpeneiaepunsibaiecenaiaeiin SPA RIOR, Sy, ik 6 cthinin gieniisnigtami Bama eddies 15 
OUI a snseonininciccesiestncigto en singing ulicetcamtiats 1 Co ic chen co anes boning ache eeeiahaieocersnasie at 6-7 
I ct eden ik eee eee ee MT CR i tins ties ice aencelathigen camel tiled cela 30 


Source: Local sales managers of the principal airline offices in Baltimore, June 1956. 


USE OF NATIONAL AIRPORT BY BALTIMORE PASSENGERS 


Senator Hotianp. Looking at this exhibit which you have filed, I 
note that the percentages given vary from 5 percent to 7 percent of 
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those Baltimore passengers who traveled over Capital Airlines, to 
30 percent in the case of United and 40 percent in the case of Delta. 
Is that great variance due to the fact that Delta and United do not 
directly serve Baltimore? 

Mr. McHveu. It would’ be difficult to explain the variance. Delta 
and United are in Baltimore and have several flights through Balti- 
more. I would say, to the best of my knowledge, the reason for the 
variance is due to the particular-flight-pattern, the difference in the 
flight patterns between their operations out of Baltimore and their 
operations out of Washington. 

Senator Hotzanp. I notice that you do not show a percentage here 
for passengers using National Airlines. National does serve Balti- 
more and Washington. I wonder why that was not shown. 

Mr. McHueu.. Yes, sir., I cannot explain that. It is probably an 
oversight on my part that it was not included. I am not sure that 
it was included in the record at the hearings last July. 

Senator Hotianp. You have no explanation as to the reason why 
the percentages are so much higher in the case of United and Delta 
than they are in the case of these other lines listed in the exhibit? 

Mr. McHveu. Well, my reason is simply that I believe that it is a 
difference between the service they are offering in Washington and 
what they are offering in Baltimore. 

Senator Hotzianp. The exhibit in the last year’s hearing shown on 
page 165 of the Senate committee hearings appears to include the 
identical figures which are contained in the present exhibit. 

Mr. McHven. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. I wish you would supplement that by the same 
showing as to the passengers traveling on National Airlines. 

Mr. McHveun. All right, sir. It could be the reason that National 
Airlines was not included is that they do not have a ticket office in 
Baltimore at the present time. One of the other airlines is handling 
their reservations now. 

Senator Hotianp. All right, sir. Proceed. 

Mr. McHveun. I should explain at the same time that these per- 
centage figures, of course, do not include Baltimore passengers who 
go to Washington via airline and then pick up connecting flights there 
or, let us say, buy another ticket to other points. 

Senator Horianp. As I understand it, these figures simply show 
data available in the ticket selling offices of these lines at Baltimore. 

Mr. McHveu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Horianp. The shown percentages are percentages of air 
passengers, air travelers who purchased tickets in Baltimore on seats 
to be claimed and flights to begin at Washington. National Airport. 

Mr. McHvueu. That is correct. They arrived down at Washington 
National Airport by surface means. 

Senator Hotianp. All right, sir. Proceed. 





PROBLEM NOT ONE OF SECOND NATIONAL AIRPORT 


Mr. McHvueu. Therefore we say that this is not a local Washington 
problem. The term “second Washington airport” is misleading. We 
are not diseussing here today a second airport: for Washington. We 
are concerned with the problem of an-additional airport for the region. 
Friendship Airport is not located in Baltimore. It is obvious on the 
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map that it is one-third of the distance between Baltimore and 
Washington. 

Senator Hottanp, What is the distance from Friendship Airport to 
the Statler Hotel in Washington? That has been shown on the record 
last year but I notice that in the press this morning the statement 
was 37 miles. According to my recollection that is a good deal more 
than was stated at the last hearing. 

Mr. McHvueun. The distance is 32.4 miles. We have made numerous 
tests and they oe from 47 to 53 minutes. Actually, last summer 
a group from the House Commerce Committee came up to Friend- 
ship Airport to look over the facilities and came back here to the New 
House Office Building across the street by airline limousine at posted 
speed limits in 43 minutes. Very shortly they will be able to go out 
East Capitol Street over the bridge and make a left turn on this 
Kenilworth River Road up to the Kenilworth Interchange and on 
to the Expressway. 

Senator Hotitanp. That will make the trip quicker, will it? 


LIMOUSINE SERVICE 


Mr. McHvuen. Yes, sir. I should mention that limousine service 
does run from Friendship Airport to Washington today. However, 
it is not scheduled. We have had conferences with the operator of 
the limousines and he has told us that he will operate a 50-minute 
limousine service from the Statler Hotel at any time. Now, it is 
important to note that you have to add to limousine time, check-in 
time. Check-in time at the present time at Friendship Airport is 
15 minutes. Check-in time at National Airport at the present time 
is 30 minutes. That is due to the congestion at the ticket counter, 
and due to the long walk to gate positions. It should be kept in 
mind that when you talk about commuting time to airports you have 
to add in check-in time. 

Of course Friendship Airport is one of the country’s new postwar 
airports. It has international facilities available for customs and 
immigration services. There is no military service such as at Wash- 
ington National where the MATS services are used. 

I should mention, too, that Friendship Airport can be expanded. 
All runways can be lengthened if necessary. Parallel runways can 
be set down. 


AREA INCLUDED IN FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


‘ Senator Hotianp. What is the area now included in the Friendship 
Airport ? 

Mr. McHveu. 3,200 acres. 

Senator Hotianp. What is the length of the north and south 
runways? 

Mr. McHveu. There is no north and south runway. The long 
runway is approximately east and west and is 9,460 feet. There is a 
northwest and southeast runway which I believe is 6,400 feet, and 
then there is a northeast and southwest runway which is approximately 
6,000 feet. 

Senator Hottanp. The long runway is nearly 10,000 feet ? 

Mr. McHvean. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hortianp. CAA has repeatedly stated that jets can be 
received and take off at Friendship. Does that mean simply that the 
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runway is long enough or that the runway is both long enough and 
constructed for the receipts of jets ? 

Mr. McHveu. It is constructed to receive heavy airplanes. Just 
recently, about a month ago, two B—-52’s ended a record flight landing 
at Friendship Airport. 

Senator Hotianp. They had no difficulty with either the landing or 
takeoff ? 

Mr. McHveu. No, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Allright,sir. Proceed. 


FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT EXPANSION 


Mr. McHvueu. The next point to consider is, can this existing facil- 
ity, Friendship International Airport, handle this situation here? 
Now, there has been some talk which has gone on earlier here in the 
hearings that leads me to believe that the CAA and any others who 
say that Friendship Airport will be saturated in a few years from 
now are suffering from an acute case of tunnel vision. If you examine 
the air-traflic figures at Friendship Airport, it is evident that there 
is plenty of room for expansion at Friendship. I would like to 
submit this for the record. To facilitate the explanation of this I 
have labeled a few things with letters. 

Senator Hornanp. Without objection, the compilation will be 
received in the record. 


(The information referred to follows :) 


Air-trafic activity at Friendship International Airport 


(A) ITINERANT! 


Total for year— 


1951 1952 | 1953 | 1954 1955 1956 


Carrier tot nanennsn-enes-+| 39, 782 | | 38, 033 40,628 | 37,827 | 37,281 |  (C) 30,945 
USAF- ~Army- s __.....| 4,779 | 11,358 | 14,840 | 17,206 20, 755 55 | (D) 24, 295 
Mage. i2.. du.200. ho -.....| 1,448 | 3,082 | 3,730 | 3,626 | 2 3, 880 


Cao... 5 sare ~-----| 7,800 | 9,288 | 12,317 | 14, 140 | 15,008 | 529 


Total_..--- re id 4 bo54 | 53,809 | 62, 361 | 71,515 72, 799 76, 492 | (E) 87, 658 
| 


(B) LOCAL PRACTICE 2 


USAF-Army = 5,886 | 22,176 | 32,631 | 30,127 | 42, 
Navy.. 3 i Eo ss 2, 797 7, 924 10,570 | 8,338 | 6,5 
Civii______- F 7,162 | 5,825} 6,388| 4,182] 6, 


2 we 35, 925 | 49, 589 | eis 42, 647 | 55, 7 “i (G) 76, 5 


—_ | |] ——— — 


Grand total______- | 69, 654 | 98, 286 ha, 104 /115,4 446 132, 280 | (HH) 164, 165 
| 





! Origin or destination beyond local control. 
2 Remaining under control of local tower. 


Source: Baltimore City Department of Aviation. 
COMPARISON OF TAKEOFF AND LANDING STATISTICS 


Senator Hoitianp. Give us the supplemental testimony concerned, 
please. 

Mr. McHven. The figure which has been used by most people talk- 
ing about Friendship Airport thus far, is labeled H, 164,000 move- 
ments. These are takeoff and landing figures. 
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Senator HoLLanp. You mean takeoffs and landings computed twice 
or once? 

Mr. McHveu. Twice. That is 164,000. That compares with An- 
drews Field in 1956 which had 200,000 movements, and National this 
past year which had 257,000 movements. 

However, I would like to point out that these figures are divided 
into two parts labeled A and B. Now, A consists of itinerant flights. 
That is the actual flights that come into an airport and that total is 
E, 87,000 movements. Now B are the local practice flights and the 
total for that is 76,000 movements. ‘These local practice flights are 
made at the discretion of the control tower operator. He can wave 
these flights off; send them out of the area at his discretion. In other 
words, he can discontinue every one of these local practice flights. 

Senator Hotianp. Would you explain for the record the nature of 
those flights. Do you mean that an Air Force plane based at An- 
drews Field would be making some kind of a practice run and would 
want to land and take off from Friendship ? 

Mr. McHueu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. And if the conditions permitted it, the control 
tower would let him in and take off ? 

Mr. McHveu. That is correct, sir, 

Senator Hotianp. And that is the nature of the something over 
50,000 flights listed there as Air Force, Army, and Navy flights? 

Mr. McHven. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. All of them are received there and are welcome 
there under present conditions, but none of them has the right unless 
the conditions permit ? 


CIVIL PRACTICE MOVEMENTS AT FRIENDSHIP 





Mr. McHvueu. Unless they want to land. In those cases they are 
given a lower priority than existing traffic. I would like to point out 
item F, 25,000 movements of the civil practice movements. Of course, 
it is important to realize just exactly why there are so many civil prac- 
tice movements at Friendship Airport. The simple fact of the matter 
is that these people come up to Friendship Airport because they 
know they can get in there and practice. They have new pilots check- 
ing out or pilots checking out in new equipment who come up to 
Friendship Airport from places like New York and Washington. Air- 
line pilots come there because they know they can get into Friend- 
ship. It is a good place to practice. 

Senator Hotianp. That is the figure 25,456 that you are talking 
about now. 

Mr. McHveun. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hortitanp. And those so-called practice flights as listed in 
your compilation contrast with the figure 19,529 civil flights which 
represent actual landings and accommodations furnished there for 
civil planes, let us say staff planes or other private and business planes. 

Mr. McHveun. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Then if I understand your compilation you have 
in 1956 a total of 87,658 takeoffs and landings, including both, repre- 
senting business which should be under the law necessarily received 
there at Friendship comprised of carrier landings and takeoffs, Army, 
Navy, and civil landings and takeoffs, and on the other hand you have 
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76,507 landings and takeoffs there which did not have to be received 
and which represent practice landings and takeoffs, not permanent 
accommodations or transient accommodations for Air Force, Army, 
Navy, and civil planes in the numbers listed. 


ATR RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT COMMAND 


Mr. McHveu. That is correct, sir. One brief thing I would like 
to point out is item D, the 24,000 movements of the Air Force and Army 
at the airport. At Friendshi Airport there is a National Guard 
squadron stationed which are flying jets and have received notice to 
move next June. They are to move to new facilities at the Glenn L. 
Martin plant. That will greatly reduce this 24,000 figure. One other 
thing is that ARDC Headquarters in Baltimore has a flight section 
at the airport and are sheduled to move, possibly to start within a year 
from now. 

oan Hotianp. What do the initials “ARDC” mean, for the 
record ? 

Mr. McHuen. The Air Research and Development Command. 

Senator Hotianp. That activity is to move from Friendship when ? 

Mr. McHoveu. It will be over a period of time. It is estimated that 
it may start in about a year’s time. 

Senator Honianp. ere do they go? 

Mr. McHvueu. They are going to Andrews Air Force Base. 

Senator Hottanp. Can you supply for the record the number of the 
takeoffs and landings included in that 24,295 for 1956 that represents 
the two activities that you have been speaking of, that is the National 
Guard and the Research ? 

Mr. McHveu. I do not believe that there is any distinction made 
when these military planes do take off. I can investigate that and if 
so can turn that information over, but I rather doubt that they break 
them down into those two separate activities. 

Senator Hoxuanp. Is it your testimony that those two activities 
constitute a substantial part of the total of 24,295 or just a minor 

art ¢ 
: Mr. McHveu. I would say by far they constitute the great majority 
of the itinerant military movements at Friendship Airport. 

Senator Hoitzanp. That is 24,295 listed under United States Air 
Force-Army ? 

Mr. haben. Yes, sir. One final part, item C, the 39,000 move- 
ments of carriers corresponds to the movements at National Airport 
for the past year of 190,000, so that you can see there is quite a dif- 
ference between the carriers which we are concerned with principally 
at this hearing, the movements of air carriers at Friendship and at 
Washington Airport. 


JET PLANE OPERATION 


Senator Hotianp. I have one more question. These jet National 
Guard planes are of what nature? Are they combat planes? Do any 
of them include heavier type jets? 

Mr. McHvexu. No, sir. They have two jet % es there, the F-86 


Sabrejets and the F-80 twin-place jet trainers. ey are both single- 
engine planes. Also ARDC Headquarters flight has a few F-80 jet 
trainers. 
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Senator Hotianp. All of those are now operating off of Friendship 
runways ? 

Mr. McHueu. Yes, sir; every day. 

Senator Hottanp. What has been the reaction of the civil popula- 
tion in the neighborhood of Friendship to the operation of those jets? 

Mr. McHueu. There have been complaints, but I would say that 
there are very few complaints at Friendship Airport. 

Senator Hotianp. at is the nature of your terrain approaching 
and departing, at both ends of the long runway at Friendship? 

Mr. McHueu. It is flat and it is zoned properly at the airport. 
I have a map here that shows the relationship of Friendship to the 
surrounding area. 

Senator Hotzanp. What I am thinking about is the density of 
settlement and development of population. 

Mr. McHveu. I think this map will show you that. 

Senator Hotianp. Will you point out where the runways are? 

Mr. McHveu. Here is your 10,000-foot runway here. The airport 
area actually covers this area. 

Senator Hoxtzanp. I note that from the west end of the long run- 
way there is apparently about a mile of space completely unoccupied 
before you reach the limit of the airport property; is that correct? 

Mr. McHveu. To the west. I would say it is a little under a mile. 
It would be close to a mile. 

Senator Hotianp. You say that that long runway is east and west? 

Mr. McHven. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotuanp. There is about a mile of territory completely 
unoccupied and within the airport area that lies at the west end of 
the runways ? 

Mr. McHuen. Yes, sir. The airport property comes along here. 

Senator Hottanp. What is the distance at the east end of the long 
runway that is clear and undeveloped and unoccupied ? 

Mr. McHvueu. I would not be able to say for sure. I happen to 
live in this particular area here, but I am not too sure how much is 
undeveloped. It is zoned at Friendship Airpert so that, as is my 
understanding, the FHA will not allow any loans for people who 
build within a certain radius of Friendship Airport. 

Senator Hotzanp. We have here this air picture that has been 
furnished to the committee. Is this the Glen Burnie area? 

Mr. McHveu. Yes, sir. While we have this map out here I should 
point out how the parallel runways can be set up here and there in 
the master engineering plan. 

Senator Hottanp. In other words, there is space on the airport for 
parallel runways east and west and parallel to each of the others. 

Mr. McHvueu. Parallel to each of the three runways that we have; 
yes. 

Senator Hoxzanp. All right, sir. Senator Smith, do you have 
questions ? 

Senator Smiru. No. 


PRINCIPAL INTEREST OF COMMITTEE 


Mr. McHvceu. To continue, I would like to mention that primarily 
Baltimore is not interested in selling Friendship Airport here at these 
hearings. We have nothing to gain from more passengers through 
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an airport terminal building. Basically, we are interested in im- 
pideed air transportation service. Our people are tired of coming 
down to Washington National every time they want to go some place. 
It is a haul down here, a long haul. They have to wait at crowded 
ticket and baggage counters and take a long walk out to gate positions. 
We consider that Washington National is overscheduled. They miss 
connections. During heavy instrument weather there is a breakdown 
in flights. They do not like it. 

Baltimore is a community that was built up by the port and the 
B. & O. Railroad, and at the present time it is withermg on the vine 
due to lack of good air transportation service. 

What can be done about this situation ? 

Senator Monroney and CAA Administrator Pyie agreed that the 
airlines should shift additional service to Friendship Airport. They 
said that it should be tried on a temporary basis. It is our opinion 
that it should be moved there and kept there. It should be on a 
permanent basis. 


APPROPRIATION COMMITTEE REQUEST 


Senator Hotianp. Well, for the purpose of this committee’s request 
all that we have ever asked for is a temporary transfer of flights there 
so that a demonstration can be afforded of what happens. We are 
not, in the Senate request, moving at this time toward a permanent 
disposition of the question before the facts are available. We want the 
facts to be made available and, while we understand that you would 
like permanent change in the situation and that may result, I want 


it to be very clear in the record that what our committee has asked— 
and we have been disappointed that that request has not been acceded 
to by the carriers—is a tryout at your facility. 

Mr. McHven. Yes, sir; but what I would like to point out is that 
even if a new airport were built in Virginia a good portion of north- 
east Washington and suburban Maryland—and there are approxi- 
mately 612,000 people out in suburban Maryland—would be closer to 
Friendship than to Burke Airport. That is why we say that any shift 
that would be made to Friendship should be made on a permanent 
basis. I happened to live in New York City in 1947 and 1948 when 
Idlewild Airport was completed. TI recall then the reluctance of the 
airlines to move from LaGuardia Field to Idlewild. Yet they solved 
their airport situation up in New York City now by using a regional 
concept. They have four airports that handle the traffic for that 
whole area. Nobody minds going to Newark to go to New York 
City. On certain fights in certain instances it is more convenient. 
We say the same problem can be approached and solved in this area 
here. That is, the regional concept can offer the solution. Now, 
several carriers have indicated that it is feasible. In the New York- 
Florida Proceeding, Pan American said that if they were certificated 
in the case they would use Friendship Airport as a regional terminal 
for the Baltimore-Washington area. Slick Airways, an all-cargo 
carrier, recently moved operations from National Airport to Friend- 
ship and are serving the Baltimore-Washington region through 
Friendship. Another all-cargo line, Riddle Airlines, moved on the 


same basis. At a later date they did discontinue operations com- 
pletely for another reason. 









ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR WASHINGTON AREA 169 










As mentioned yesterday, National Airlines instituted a new nonstop 
flight from Friendship to Miami early in December, and they are 
selling Friendship departures to Washington people, passengers who 
are in an area convenient to Friendship. 


DIFFICULTY IN SELLING FRIENDSHIP DEPARTURES 



































Now, it should be mentioned that, whereas you can sell Friendship 
departures to people in northeast Washington areas and Annapolis, it 
can only be done on certain flight patterns. At the same time you can- 
not sell merchandise from an empty pusheart. You have to have some 
service there to start with. 

The ATA mentioned yesterday the hardships of the airlines in sell- 
ing Friendship departures. Well, it is very difficult when you have 
nothing to sell. At the same time, they did not mention the hardships 
to the passengers who go down to National Airport and miss connec- 
tions because they are stacked up over the field. 

Senator Hottanp. ATA has announced the result of the workout 
without having the workout; is that it? 


NATIONAL AIRPORT OVERSCHEDULING 





Mr. McHveu. Yes, sir. That is one way of putting it. I would 
like to mention that personally—and this is my own personal opinion— 
that this situation at National is not getting any better, primarily due 
to the fact that they are spending quite a bit of money there at the 
present time to enable National Airport to accept more traffic. At the 
present time the contractor is being paid $560,000 to place new high- 
speed taxi turnoffs at Washington National Airport. The purpose of 
those oe taxi turnoffs is simply to enable planes to clear the 
runway quicker so that they can get another plane on the ground right 
behind it. I should say—and I want to stress that this is my own 
personal opinion—that I do not object to anybody improving National 
Airport, but as a taxpayer, and I do not pay too much taxes, I do 
object to enlarging Washington National so that it can handle more 
traffic, because I think it is overscheduled. The minute you get instru- 
ment weather it backs up all the way to New York and other places. 

Senator Hottanp. Well, speaking only as one Senator, I think that 
it is our clear duty to render National Airport as efficient as possible, 
because none of these programs will make service available that would 
be as convenient as the service from the National Airport, so that the 
maximum passengers there on the most efficient basis is something that 
this committee has supported just as urgently as we have requested 
information from the tryout of Friendship. At least that is my own 
view. I do not think that the measures designed to make National 
Airport more efficient, to make them capable of handling more passen- 
gers quickly, safely, and conveniently, are out of line. We have been 
anxious to move out MATS. We have been anxious to develop a max- 
imum efficiency out there. I think that that ought to be stated in the 
record. I think that will be the continuing attitude. Do you not 
think so, Senator Smith? 

Senator Smiru. I think so. 

Senator Hortianp. I think that will be the continuing attitude of 
this committee and of the Congress, because this facility is so much 
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closer to this great center of population here than anything suggested 
here, whether it be Burke, Friendship, or Andrews. There is just not 
an ideal spot available to approach the convenience to the traflic prob- 


—_ ene to reach most of this metropolitan area that National 
affords. 


CONSIDERATION OF AIRPORT NORTH OF WASHINGTON 


Senator Smirn. Actually Mr. Chairman, if we were to have the 
most efficient and most convenient airport for the people all over 
Washington, would it not be well for some consideration to be given to 
a new airport north of Washington, and get rid of that congested 
traffic on the bridges and on Shirley Highway rather than going into 
a congested area and building a new airport? 

Senator Horxianp. It seems to me that that is one of the possible 
answers to this quest we aremaking. Certainly we should not rule out 
such a possibility. Your reference to New York and the work there 
indicates that they have reached a better solution by fanning out their 
airports in various directions from the center of congestion. 

hey, of course, have a river there to contend with just as we do 
here only that it is wider and takes more time to cross. 


CAB PREHEARING CONFERENCE 


Mr. McHveu. In conclusion, I would like to say that actually the 
CAB, in their recent prehearing conference on the 12th of December 
with the airlines, pointed out several good things that could be done 
immediately. However, it ppprares that they laid down and died 


when the airlines said “No.” I hope that it is only a coma and that 
when they do revive at formal proceedings that they will attempt to 
get the airlines to carry out these nine measures that were mentioned. 

Senator Hotzanp. You are expressing the hope, as I take it, that 
the CAB will not be satisfied with the report that they have made to 
this committee in which they end with the statement that the carriers 
said, “No,” and therefore nothing can be done. 

Mr. McHueu. That is correct, sir. I would like to mention that it 
was significant that the CAB said that they considered ange 
and Baltimore two separate areas. Now, CAA Administrator Pyle 
testified here at the hearings that it was one area. I thing the CAB 
made a mistake when they said they considered it two areas. I be- 
live that they are going to have continuous complaints which they are 
receiving at the present time from not only communities like Balti- 
more but other communities who are in somewhat the same situation, 
for instance cities like Fort Worth, Oakland, Providence, and others. 

Senator Hotianp. My recollection is that the CAA exhausted its 
recommendations and efforts to get 1 airport instead of 2 in the Fort 
Forth-Dallas area and that it was nothing but community pride and 
insistence on the part of both communities that brought about the 
present situation under which there are two airports and under 
which there are shuttle planes going back and forth at most all times 
in the traveling day. 

Mr. McHveu. It is our opinion that the problems can be solved 
on this regional concept consideration. 
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FINANCING FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


Senator Hotianp. I have one more question. How was the Friend- 
ship Airport built? At whose expense was it built? ; 

Mr. McHveu. Primarily at the expense of the taxpayer of Balti- 
more City. The airport cost approximately $15 million and $3 million 
of that was Federal funds. 

Senator Hoxianp. In other words, out of the $15 million actual 
cost for site and construction—— 

Mr. McHveun. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotzanp. The Federal Government has put up $3 million 
and the local community $12 million. 

Mr. McHven. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotzanp. That contrasts with the situation under which 
it is now being demanded that a minimum of $50 million be put up 
wholly by the Federal Government to serve the Capital area without 
any cooperation financially from any community. Is that the con- 
trast ? 

Mr. McHven. Yes, sir. There is a real contrast. 

Senator Hotianp. Of course, the contrast results from the fact that 
Baltimore has gotten used to paying its own way and the Capital 
area has gotten used to the reverse. All right, sir. 

Mr. McHvuen. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hottanp. Mr. Boucher. 


GREATER BALTIMORE COMMITTEE, INC. 


STATEMENTS OF WILLIAM BOUCHER III, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR; 
AND HENRY BEECKEN, AVIATION CONSULTANT 


BALTIMORE'S AIR SERVICE AND AVAILABILITY TO WASHINGTON 


Mr. Boucuer. My name is William Boucher ITI. I am the execu- 
tive director of the Greater Baltimore Committee. I have with me 
Mr. Beecken, who is our aviation consultant. Mr. Beecken has had 
considerable experience in the aviation business. 

The Greater Baltimore Committee is an organization of approxi- 
mately 80 business concerns in the Baltimore area. Most of the major 
industrial and commercial houses there are represented by their presi- 
dent or vice president in the Greater Baltimore Committee. Our 
interest in this thing stems, of course, from our concern about air 
traffic at Baltimore and our concern as taxpayers of the United States. 
We have been shocked actually by some of the testimony that has been 
given to this subcommittee by some of the governmental agencies and 
by representatives of the ATA which I hope without being too repe- 
titious of what Mr. McHugh has said and by using perhaps some 
figures that are based, essentially the same, but based on fiscal year as 
opposed to his calendar-year figures, to put in some more truth in 
the record than there has been so far in respect to Baltimore’s air 
service and availability to Washington. 
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PREPARED STATEMENT 


Secretary Rothschild said to this subcommittee that Baltimore 
would be saturated by 1960 and I would like to offer in the record 
this statement, Aircraft Operations, Fiscal Year 1956. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


Aircraft operations,' fiscal year 1956 
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1A ition or a takeoff is an ‘‘operation.”’ 
Source: Federal Airways, Air Traffic Activity, U. S. Department of Commerce. 


COMPARISON OF AIR CARRIER FIGURES 


Mr. Boucuer. The source is the Federal Airways Air Traffic Activ- 
ity of the United States Department of Commerce, in which we com- 
pare the air-carrier figures between Friendship International and 
Washington. 

Senator Horianp. The difference between this approach and the 
one made by the preceding witness is that your figures are based on 
fiscal year, that is July 1 to June 30? 

Mr. Boucuer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hortianp. And the preceding compilation was based on 
calendar years? 

Mr. Bovucuer. Yes, sir. Our source is the Department of Com- 
merce official figures, and I think Mr. McHugh’s was the Baltimore 
City Department of Aviation official figures. I think, aside from the 
variances of those different sources and periods, you will find that as 
figures are essentially the same. We hope to operate in Baltimore 
civil airport, not a military airport. 

Senator Hot.anp. This airport was not constructed by military 
appropriations, was it? 


BALTIMORE INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT 


Mr. Boucuer. No, sir. It was not. The Baltimore taxpayer paid 
for it with necessary but minor assistance from the Federal Govern- 
ment. We contend, of course, that Baltimore International Airport 
Is as good an airport and we think a better airport than Washington 
National because it was built later, it was built in accordance with 
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the recommendations of the Doolittle committee and exceeds the cri- 
teria established by that committee. It is properly zoned and planned 
for future expansion, as Mr. MeHugh indicated. We can show that 
in fiscal 1956 there were 240,890 takeoffs at Washington as compared 
to 147,560 at Friendship. Thus, if we were going to reach the present 
level of saturation that Washington has, which Secretary Rothschild 
has indicated we would, we would have to have an increase in move- 
ments of more than 63 percent; but you will note that only 25.8 per- 
cent of those movements are scheduled aircraft operations, commer- 
cial air carriers, and the remainder are operations which will be 
removed from that airport and are in the process of being removed. 

The Air Research and Development Command is moving. The 
deputy commander told me the other day that he anticipated that 
that movement would be removed from the airport within 18 to 24 
months. They have an appropriation to build at Andrews and are 
proceeding en that basis. 

I might say that everyone associated with the Baltimore airport 
agrees that a great majority of the military figures on this compila- 
tion are attributable to the ARDC activity. 


USE OF AIRPORT 


Senator Hotitanp. Now, there is one thing that yon just.said that 
I do not believe is substantiated by your list. If I understand you, 


you said that the 25.8 percent was air carriers and all the rest could 
be moved. I do not so understand that from the list. I understand 
that in addition to that 25.8 percent air carrier that you also have 


quite a block, 42,718 movements, that has a right under the law to use 
the airport although it is not a commercial movement of passengers, 
and that it is only the 66,711 which is the total of local landings and 
takeoffs that can be moved. 

Mr. Bovcner. Well, sir; I would like to explain that if I may, 
because much of that itinerant Air Force, Army, and Navy and some 
of the civil indicated in that 42,718 are persons or activities attrib- 
utable to ARDC being the command headquarters located in Balti- 
more and much of that itinerant Air Force traffic will then land at 
their new headquarters at Andrews and not at Friendship Interna- 
tional. 

Senator Hottanp. Would this be a more accurate statement to 
reflect what you have in mind: That the total of that 66,711 can be 
rejected and a large part of the 42,718 will be-moved with the move- 
ments away from Friendship of the activities which are planned to be 
moved shortly ? 

Mr. Boucuer. Yes, sir; I think that is completely accurate. In ad- 
dition, as Mr. MeHugh has indicated, the Maryland Air National 
Guard is moving and I think their limitation is 6 months from the 
first of the year. They will move this summer to their new airport 
facility at the Glen L. Martin facility. The airport board has been 
firm and insisted that it is a civil airport and they should not be there 
and the arrangement is that they terminate their tenaney this summer. 
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USE OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT BY CAPITAL AIRLINES 


One other thing is that Capital Airlines, whose major facility is in 
Washington, D. C., at the National Airport, are now in the process of 
transfer to a fleet of Viscount aircraft. That involves great training 
of their pilots in that aircraft. We feel that the increase in these 1956 
figures over previous figures shown under the civil category which was 
about 10,000 is directly and almost solely attributable to the fact that 
Capital Airlines is using Friendship International Airport for the 
orientation of their pilots on the new Viscounts. They pass over our 
field and have practice landings and takeoffs on our field because no- 
body else is using it and that training program will be terminated 


very shortly. 

Senator omnes Your attitude toward them is that they are wel- 
come but not necessary guests ? 

Mr. Boucuer. They are perfectly welcome. We like anybody that 
would use the facility. One thing we would like them to do is to stop 
and discharge and pick up passengers rather than just use it as a 
training facility. We are making some progress, I might say, with 
Capital Airlines in that respect. Therefore, what we are trying to 
say is that when the Secretary of Commerce and the CAA come before 
this committee and say that we are going to be saturated in 1960, they 
are using figures that are to say the least misleading and need analysis 
and we hope we have provided that analysis. 

Traffic at Baltimore should be, and we hope will be, commercial air 
carriers. We had in this period 38,131 movements in that meee? 
which is a fraction of the capacity of Friendship Airport. I will de- 
velop that point in a moment. 


FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT FACILITIES 


As has been indicated here, Friendship is an airport that is an ideal 
airport. The CAA has said officially that it is 1 of 6 airports in the 
United States that is immediately available without any additional 
expenditure of anybody’s funds to handle the jet transport that is 
contemplated to be in service in 1959. We do not have to extend run- 
ways or strengthen runways. We do not have to add gates or counters. 
It can take the jet air transport today and, with expansion which has 
been provided for in zoning and in planning of the facilities, the paral- 
lel runways, Friendship Airport can triple its capacity with a modest 
expenditure of money. 


TYPE OF WASHINGTON TRAVEL 


‘ Now, the proponents of the Burke site and the ATA have said to this 
committee that one of the reasons that they would oppose the use of 
Friendship and propose the use of Burke is that Washington’s travel— 
and they use the analogy of Washington to New York—is largely 
short haul. They say that therefore Friendship is too far removed 
with too much ground travel time to use on that essentially short-haul 
traffic. I think we ought to look at the facts and the facts come from 
the CAA and CAB and Department of Commerce. 

I would like to submit for the record, and the source of this is CAB 
air traffic surveys, a document entitled “Length of Air Passenger 
Journey, Washington versus Other Eastern Cities.” 
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Senator Hotxianp. It will be admitted. 
(The document referred to follows :) 


Length of air passenger journey, Washington versus eastern cities 
CAB air traffic surveys of— 
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NR... Sodio ccuctacccest debe snot dddechdidhd ob mate 677 661 
I iki nap don dhde ses tenyueadnenmmneentgtpabengen 611 580 595 
Bee Cee Cents EE, AMID. 4. cco eccscccte podgewecaqenes 652 659 


Nore.—Exclusive of Washington-New York traffic, the average journey for Washington passengers was 
737 miles in the March 1955 survey and 745 miles in the September 1955 surveys, or an average of 741 mile. 


Source: CAB Air Traffic Surveys. 
AVERAGE JOURNEY OF WASHINGTON PASSENGER 


Mr. Boucuer. This is obtained from CAB air traffic surveys of 
March and September 1955, which is the latest available and which 
is the source of the CAB statistics for these matters and rate adjust- 
ments and hearings before the CAB. We show here that the average 
journey of Washington passengers is 610 miles and passengers from 
Chicago, New York, and Philadelphia exceed that; but that the Wash- 
ington passengers’ average journey is over a greater distance than in 
the case of passengers using the facilities at Detroit, Cleveland, Pitts- 
burgh, Columbus, and Boston. We admit, of course, and it is in the 
record, that Washington has a very substantial volume of Washing- 
ton-New York traffic. That is perhaps the greatest amount of traffic 
out of this airport. 

It should be also admitted that Washington National is going to be 
in existence as an airport for Washington whether Burke is built or 
not and that the passenger going to New York is going to use the 
facilities of Washington National for that trip under most conditions. 
But if you exclude that traffic out of consideration you will find that 
the average journey of Washington passengers is 741 miles, which is 
comparable to the New York figure on this document. Thus, we hope 
that this document will prove to you that Washington is not a short- 
haul city and that our contention that Burke and Friendship are 
equally convenient for long-haul passengers has weight. 

Senator Hotnanp. Exclusive of the New York-Washington traffic, 
you are saying that the average mileage of the Washington passenger 
is greater then that of Chicago, Detroit, Cleveland, Pittsburgh, Colum- 
bus, Philadelphia, and Boston and almost equal to that of New York. 

Mr: Boucuer. Well, sir, I would exclude Philadelphia and Chicago. 
In other words, it is not as great as Chicago, New York, and Philadel- 
phia, but it is greater-——— 

Senator Hotianp. I said exclusive of the Washington-New York 
travel your 741 miles is greater than any other distance listed on your 
compilation than New York, New York being 758; and it is greater 
than the average of the United States, which is 659. 

873175712 
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Mr. Boucuer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Horzianp. So that exclusive of New York-Washington 
travel, your point is that Washington travel is of greater mileage than 
the average mileage anywhere in : the United States. 


CONVENIENCE OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


Mr. Boucuer. Yes, sir. That is correct. As a matter of fact, we 
really do not have to make a ease for this situation. I do not think we 
even have to exclude the New York traffic because we contend that the 
Friendship site is as convenient for the Washington-New York haul 
as would be the Burke site, not Washington National. If we just took 
the downtown W ashington passenger, which we do not, if that pas- 
senger were to use the Burke site he would go 19 miles south by ground. 
If he used Friendship he would be going toward New York and thus 
by using Friendship as opposed to Burke would shorten his air journey 
by some 51 miles. 

COMPARISON ON GROUND TIME 


It has been generally conceded and I hope to prove in a moment 
that the ground time between downtown Washington and Friendship 
is only 15 miles longer than the ground time between downtown Wash- 
ington and Burke. Based on an airspace of 200 miles, the Friendship 
passenger would come out in New York at the same time as if he 
used Burke. One of the principal points that the CAA has made on 
whether this airport at Wasihngton is in a critical situation now is 
that air safety is not threatened, that when conditions are such that 
would lead to a situation that would cause an accident they institute 
delays on the ground or stacking delays, and our contention is that 
these crocodile tears that are shed about the 15 minutes between down- 
town Washington and Friendship are just that, crocodile tears, be- 
cause today the passenger coming into Washington under adyerse 
conditions—and this is often the case—is either delayed in Pittsburgh 
for an hour or 2 hours or is delayed over Washington for a substantial 
amount of time and if they are really concerned about the convenience 
of the air passenger they would use Friendship where the delay could 
be only 15 minutes ground time. 


INTERCHARGE PROBLEM 


Now proponents of the Burke site have contened that the problem 
of making connections at Friendship for flights arriving and depart- 
ing at Washington National is much greater than the problem of 
making those connections as between Washington National and Burke, 
the interchange problem. 

Now, we contend that anyone even remotely familiar with the prob- 
lem of air transportation knows that that problem of interchange 
exists in any city that is served by more than one airport as in the 
case of New York and Chicago. This problem is solved to the extent 
that it can be solved by routing traflic directly to the airport where 
connections are made. It seems obvious that if Friendship were named 
the second airport for Washington it would be supplied with sufficient 
flights to enable such connections to be made at Friendship. 
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Secretary Rothschild said this when he noted the fact that. he flies 
frequently from Kansas City, using the Chicago connection to Wash- 
ington and that he flies into the airport that w ill make his connection. 
I think most passengers who have the interchange problems do that, 
and certainly the airlines and travel agencies do not send a passenger 
whose connection must be made at the second airport for any city 
to the first airport for that city. This is again a smokescreen put up 
to overemphasize and overemphasize. 


ACCESSIBILITY OF FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


It seems to us that this Friendship International situation has pro- 
vided a mental roadblock for those who contend that it is inaccessible. 
It is accessible or more accessible than many airports serving major 
cities in the United States. From the point of view of ground time 
it is as convenient as the airports in such cities as Cleveland, St. Louis, 
Detroit, and Los Angeles. We went to those cities and obtained some 
telegrams from the airlines limousine services in those c ities—and 
Mr. Beecken will offer those to you if we may for the record—which 
show that ground transportation time in ‘those cities exceeds that 
between downtown Washington and Friendship, exceeds it. In addi- 
tion, ground time between downtown Washington and Friedship will 
shortly be reduced. It isin the process of being reduced. 

(The telegrams referred to follow :) 

CLEVELAND, OHI0., January 14, 1957. 
H. T. NEAL, 
The Greater Baltimore Committee, 
Battimore, Md.: 

Scheduled allowance time from Statler Hotel with two pickup stops is 1 hour 

We maintain this schedule except in unusual traffic congestion. 


Jesse T. SMITH, 
Yellow Cab Co. 


Detroit, MicH., January 11, 1957. 
H. T. NEAL, 
Greater Baltimore Committee, 
Matheison Building, Baltimore, Md.: 


Our average running time on airport runs could vary from 5 to 10 minutes at 
peak traffic hours, 7 to 9 a. m. and 4:20 to 6 p. m.; our published seheduled 
running time is 50 minutes; schedule follows by mail. 

S. Lorer, 


Great Lakes Greyhound Lines. 


St. Louis, Mo., January 11, 1957. 
H. T. NEALE, 
Greater Baltimore Committee, Inc., 
Matheison Building, Baltimore, Md.: 
Running time between downtown St. Louis and St. Louis Municipal Airport 

is 50-minute base period, 60-minute peak period. 
AIRLINES TRANSIT CoORP., 
P. J. GIACOMA. 


Los ANGELES, CaLrr., January 11, 1957. 
4M. TIT’. NEALE, 
The Greater Baltimore Committee, 
Matheison Building Suite, Baltimore, Md.: 
Airport transit driving time between downtown Los Angeles or Hollywood and 
the Los Angeles International Airport averages 32 to 35 minutes. During critical 
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driving periods of from 7 to 9 a. m. and 4 to 6 p. m., the driving time increases 
to 45 to 48 minutes. 


AIRPORT TRANSIT. 
ROAD FACILITIES UNDER CONSTRUCTION 


Mr. Boucuer. We obtained from the government of the District of 
Columbia, Bureau of Highways, this map which shows the facilities 
under construction, the Kenilworth exchange, and the Baltimore- 
Washington Expressway is being built approximately here. That 
will come down Kenilworth Avenue, cross the river and be a new 
highway down Independence and: Constitution Avenues. So this 
facility under construction now from the Kenilworth exchange on 
the Baltimore-Washington Expressway into downtown Washington 
by this route is now under construction. 

The map shows also the present New York Avenue route. The 
view indicated will shorten the time required for a passenger from 
Friendship to get into the downtown area or to use the interchange 
facility at Washington National Airport because this will be substan- 
tially closer. I would like, if I may, to offer that map into the record 
or for the use of your committee. 

Senator Hotzanp. We will allow it to be filed with the committee. 
Whether or not it will be published will depend upon committee 
action. 

Mr. Boucuer. We did one other thing which I would like to offer 
to the subcommittee. On January 15, we engaged the services of the 
Airline Limousine Service at Friendship Airport and had that service 
run for each hour between the Statler Hotel and Friendship an Airline 


limousine under normal conditions between downtown Washington 
and Friendship Airport. These runs on January 15 were made under 
adverse conditions. The roads were icy and we had single-lane con- 
ditions on the expressway. They had to be canceled at 3 o’clock be- 
cause it started to snow heavily. 


LIMOUSINE SERVICE 


We present over the signature of John R. Stewart the schedule that 
the limousine service contends is a reasonable schedule from the Stat- 
ler Hotel to the a Airport. This was at 9:45 in the morn- 
ing. It started at 9 at the Statler and got to Friendship International 
Airport 43 minutes later. The maximum was 55 minutes during snow 
that afternoon. ' 
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(The schedule referred to follows :) 
Limousine schedule, Jan. 15, 1957—Friendship International Airport and 
Washington, D. C. (Statler Hotel) 
LIMOUSINE NO. 1 








Leave— Arrive— Driver 



























Friendship International Airport, | Statler, 8:45 a. m..........-....-..--.- E. Hood. 
Statler: Gs Wicat. ccctaaisln cassia Friendship International Airport, 43 Do. 
Friendship International Airport, Station 10:26 i se staal 46 | F. Conway. 
Statler, 11 Si fh seuess-].ba sbeebs Friendship International Airport, 52 Do, 
. oT, International Airport, Station, 12:45 OG MR ih dsteccdenendd 45 | L. Meredith. 
ge | ee ae Pm Friendship International Ai{rport, 46 Do. 
Friendship International Airport, Statler a 47 Th, Ws cobeueinsnsabesuas 47 | D. De Lisle. 
Staher 3 OR lia cik aninisiteiaiail Saal Friendship International Airport, 55 Do. 

| 3:55 p.m. 





LIMOUSINE NO. 2 





























Friendship International Airport, Statber, BlG Gis Wirctakiectiscbsindeeenss 46 | E, Whitler. 
9 a.m. 
Re eee ee | Friendship Internationa] Airport, | 47 Do. 
10:47 a. m. 
Friendship International Airport, | Statler, 11:48 a. m_.........-.......-.. 48 Do, 
ll a. m. 
SS) a ...| Friendship International Airport, 44 Do. 
12:44 p.m. 
xpetdlp International Airport, | Statler, 1:47 p. m-.......-..-..-.--..-.. 47 | C. Brady. 
p. m. 
Statler, 2p. m........................| Friendship International Airport, 51 Do. 
2:51 p. Mm. 





The balance of these runs were canceled due to heavy snowfall lying on an 
already icy road. 


The completed runs were made under adverse road conditions, icy road and 
single-lane traffic. 
AIRLINE LIMOUSINE, INC., 
JoHN R. STEWART, 
Dispatoher. 
COST OF LIMOUSINE SERVICE 


Senator Smiru. Mr. Chairman. 

Do you have the breakdown of the cost of a limousine from Friend- 
ship for the Statler, for instance, in Washington? 

Mr. Boucuer. I would hesitate to speak officially for the Airline 
Limousine, Inc., but it depends upon the frequency of run, of course. 
I have been authorized by Mr. Graff, the owner of that corporation, to 
state (1) that he could start that service this afternoon, and (2) that 
he could provide that service on a scheduled basis which would 
anticipate a normal load of his cars at $2 to downtown Washington and 
he figured that over a base of experience he could reduce that in time 
to $1.50. We have, I might say, several applications on file for bus 
service, one by the Baltimore-Annapolis Railroad and one by the Cap- 
ital Transit, Inc., to provide airline bus service at a figure below the 
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$1.50 figure yet to be determined ; but Mr. Bruce Wilson, the president 
of the Baltimore & Annapolis Railroad, has indicated that he could 
provide se ‘heduled bus operation at $1 per person. 

Senator Smirn. Would that $2 depend on the number the limousine 
would carry ? 

Mr. Boucuer. No,ma’am. That would be a fixed rate. 

Senator Smiru. Thank you. 


DELAY IN AVAILABILITY OF BURKE 


Mr. Bovucuer. For the purposes of this hearing, sir, if we may, I 
would like you to assume that Friendship was not owned by the city 
of Baltimore and assume that our figures are correct and it has very 
little activity im comparison with its facilities: and I would like to 
inquire rhetorically, I might say, of the committee whether they 
would appropri: ite $50 million or $60 million for a new facility with a 
facility like this sitting close by. Whatever your decision, the Burke, 
Va., site cannot be ready for 3 years and I think more realistically 
5 years, and in the meantime air traffic grows daily and the situation 
at Washington National becomes more ac ute and more dangerous every 
day. The CAA has said that there will never be a safety problem at 
Washington National because they will stack airplanes or retain them 
at a-far-off : airport. That is assuming many things. That is assum- 
ing no pilot error and assuming that the situation is recognized 
quickly enough. 

I think that this is too great a danger for a major national or inter- 
national tragedy to have those assumptions govern these important 


decisions. Certainly the use of Friendship must come about by some 
means if Washington is going to have the advantage of jet transport 
in 1959. Wecan handle it. Washington cannot. 


ATTITUDE OF ATRLINES 


The CAA and the CAB are undecided as to whether it is 1 area or 
2 areas. We have seen them refuse to act. We have seen the airlines 
refuse to accede to the wishes of this subcommittee. I have been told 
personally by responsible executives of several airlines that they are 
not going to use Friendship until the appropriation is made for Burke 
Airpor t, and I think that that situation sums up the attitude of the 
airlines. 

Senator Horzanp. I am glad for you to verify the conclusion that 
the committee had come to without anybody having actu: ally told us 
that. 

Mr. boucner. | think it is fairly obvious. Mr. FitzGerald men- 
tioned the good intentions of CAB, the Civil Aeronautics Board, in 
complying with the wishes of this committee and mentioned the fact 
that additional airlines had been certificated into Baltimore; certainly 
one was. ; 

Since your previous hearing Northeast Airlines, in the Northeast- 
Florida case, was certificated. We are not on their schedule. They 
are certificated but you cannot ride a certificate. You have to have 
an airplane. They have not put any airplanes in there or indicated 
any intention of doing it. Delta has one flight in there and you can 
go to New York and come from New Jersey southwest on Delta. 
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If you want to go to New York you can go to Newark, but you 
cannot get back because they have no flight back. The pattern does 
not call for that into Baltimore so that nobody uses it. It does not 
provide us with a facility and does not relieve traffic at Baltimore. 

Senator Horzanp. The two major lines serving Florida, National, 
and Eastern, have put in a new nonstop flight from Baltimore to 
Miami, is that correct? 

Mr. Boucner. Eastern has for 2 years on December 1 instituted a 
nonstop from Baltimore to Miami, 1 flight a day. National on 
December 14 of this year instituted their service. Both of those lines 
have been long certificated to serve Baltimore so it does not, I think, 
indicate a switch from Washington traffic into Baltimore. At Mr. 
Beecken’s suggestion, National has attempted to siphon off to support 
that service some of the traffic from the Prince Georges-Montgomery 
County area into Friendship Airport and that is being successful. 


USE OF NATIONAL AIRPORT BY BALTIMORE PASSENGERS 


I might say here that Senator Smith’s comment about public rela- 
tions y esterd: ay is a pertinent point whereby the astute use of public 
relations the airlines could alleviate the situation. The public rela- 
tions that the airlines have used in the past and even currently, are 
just the opposite. 

Ihe airlines have advertised in the Baltimore papers for flights 
departing from Washington. They have attempted and successfully 
so, to entice the Baltimore passenger to use Washington National 
Airport rather than the other way around and if they are successful 
enough to entice the Baltimore passenger to use Washington National 
Airport I am sure that that same kind of public rel: ations could entice 
the Washington metropolitan area passenger to use Friendship, which 
is much more convenient than the other way around. 

Our problem, of course, is airplanes. We do not have the service. 
If they put the service in or were directed to put the service into 
Friendship International Airport by the same technique they have 
used to get Baltimore passengers to use your overcrowded airport 
here, I am sure they would not suffer. 


ATRLINES WILLINGNESS TO USE FRIENDSHIP 


Eastern Air Lines and and Pan American have both indicated 
that they would be perfectly willing to use Friendship International 
Airport for traffic from the W ashington metropolitan area to the 
exclusion of Washington National Airport. This is not exactly con- 
sistent with the remarks made by the CAB that they were not suc- 
cessful in this respect. 

Senator Hottanp. Do you have any evidence of that willingness on 
the part of Eastern? Of course it is certificated and Pan American 
is not. 

Mr. Boucuer. Yes, I do. I would like to offer for the record a 
letter written on August 22 to Captain Rickenbacker, chairman of 
the board of Eastern Air Lines, over the signature of Mr. Clarence 
W. Miles, who is chairman of the Greater Baltimore Committee and 
I would like to offer for the record the letter of September 7 from 
the law offices of Gambrell, Harlan, Russell, Moye & Richardson at 





182 ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR WASHINGTON AREA 


Atlanta, Ga., over the signature of Mr. G. Wesley Channell, which 
represents that they are attorneys for Eastern Air Lines and that 
the official policy of Eastern Airlines is that in the pending case at 
that time which was the Great Lakes-Southeast Service case they 
would recommend that service for Washington and Baltimore be 
consolidated at Friendship International Airport and in the record 
of the case just enumerated, Great Lakes-Southeast Service case, and 
in the record of the case entitled “Service to Puerto Rico,” Eastern 
Air Lines has substantiated the position indicated in this letter. 
(The letter referred to follows :) 


AvueustT 22, 1956. 
Capt. E. V. RICKENBACKER, 
Chairman, Eastern Air Lines, Inc., New York, N.Y. 

DEAR CAPTAIN RICKENBACKER: As you perhaps know, this committee has filed 
a petition with the Civil Aeronautics Board requesting an investigation as to the 
adequacy or inadequacy of the air service provided to Baltimore. 

We have today filed another petition requesting that the Baitimore investiga- 
tion be consolidated with the recently instituted investigation of air service at 
Washington. A copy of this petition is enclosed. 

Also enclosed is a copy of the exhibits which we have filed with the Board 
in support of our petition for an investigation. These exhibits present a rather 
complete analysis of the air service provided to Baltimore. After your staff 
has studied them, we are quite sure you can come up with no other conclusion 
but that, on an overall basis, this service is completely inadequate. Furthermore, 
if one analyses the service provided to Baltimore by Hastern Air Lines, one will 
find that service is also completely inadequate. 

This committee intends to see this situation corrected in one way or another. 
We feel that the best solution is for the airlines to stop opposing use of Friend- 
ship International as a second airport for Washington and to collectively put 
some service into Friendship for the use of both metropolitan areas. Friendship 
Airport is just as far from downtown Wasbington as Willow Run is from down- 
town Detroit and Willow Run has been very useful to that city. We are confident 
that you will not lose any Washington traffic by using Friendship. In fact, the 
evidence is that if you provide some good service into Friendship you will be 
rewarded by a substantial volume of new Baltimore traffic. The enclosed report 
estimates that the airlines are losing about $15 million in passenger revenues 
annually in not providing good service to Baltimore. 

We are sure that as a pioneer in the aviation industry, you will agree that the 
volume of traffic developed depends on the service supplied. We are confident 
you will agree that modern four-engine airplanes have created traffic, that coach 
services have created traffic and that good service in general provides more traffic 
than poor service. I am sure you will also agree that if such services are not 
provided to Baltimore, traffic will not be developed, which has been the case to 
date. 

We would appreciate it if you would give this Baltimore situation your per- 
sonal consideration and we would like an opportunity to discuss this matter 
with you in the near future. A committee of three of our members is available 
to discuss this matter in person with you if you will advise the time and place 
most convenient to you. 

Very sincerely yours, 
CLARENCE W. MILEs. 


GAMBRELL, HARLAN, RUSSELL, Moye & RICHARDSON, 
Atlanta, Ga., September 7, 1956. 

Mr. CLARENCE W. MILEs, 

Chairman, Greater Baltimore Committee, Inc., 

Baltimore, Md. 

Mr. Wrtt1AM Bovucuer III, 

Eaecutive Director, Greater Baltimore Committee, Inc., 

Baltimore, Md. 

Dear Messrs. MILES AND Boucuer: Reference is made to our letters to you, 
dated August 28, 1956, and August 20, 1956, respectively, relating to the inten- 
tions of Eastern Air Lines, Inc., to provide improved service to the Friendship 
International Airport. 
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Mr. Miles’ letter to Captain Rickenbacker related to air service to Friendship 
in general, while Mr. Boucher’s letter related to Eastern’s proposals in the 
Great Lakes-Southeast Service case. CAB Docket 2396 et al, imsofar as 
those proposals will affect Baltimore. 

Eastern’s management has considered the matter of increased service to 
Friendship Airport, and has concluded that it will take the position in the Great 
Lakes-Southeast Service case, as well as in the Service to, Puerto Rico .case, 
Docket 7375 et al., that any new service proposed by Eastern in those cases for 
the Baltimore-Washington area will be provided through Friendship Interna- 
tional Airport. Thus, in the Great Lakes-Southeast Service case, Eastern will 
propose service through the Friendship Airport between Baltimore-Washington, 
on the one hand, and Buffalo, Detroit, Cleveland, Akron-Canton, Pittsburgh, Chi- 
eago, Columbus, Dayton, Richmond, and Raleigh-Durham, on the other hand. 
In the Service to Puerto Rieo case, Eastern proposes to provide first nonstop 
service through the Friendship International Airport between Baltimore-Wash- 
ington and San Juan. 

Hastern has reached its decision with respect to this matter after concluding 
that such proposal would alleviate certain service inadequacies at the Friendship 
International Airport and would at the same time relieve some of the well-known 
congestion at the National Airport in Washington. We are hopeful that this 
decision will meet with your wholehearted approval. 

Eastern has further concluded that any Baltimore-Washington service pro- 
posed by any other carrier in any of the above-styled cases should, if authorized, 
be provided through the Friendship International Airport. Thus, any such new 
services would not add to the congestion at the National Airport, and would 
contribute to the relief of service inadequacies at the Freindship International 
Airport to the extent that such new services of other carriers may be authorized. 
In candor, however, we should add, that Eastern, of course, will oppose any 
proposed Baltimore-Washington service of other carriers which would duplicate 
existing or proposed Eastern authorizations to provide such service. 

Mr. Miles requested in his letter that a meeting be arranged between members 
of your committee and officials of Eastern Air Lines. hat meeting undoubtedly 
still will be in order at such time as Eastern has had the opportunity to analyze 
the material which was sent to Captain Rickenbacker, and Eastern officials 
at that time will be glad to discuss with you other possible ways of improving 
Baltimore service. 

With kindest regards, we are, 

Very truly yours, 
G. Wrestey CHANNELL. 


NEW YORK TO NASSAU FLIGHTS 


Mr. Boucuer. I would like to add for the record also what I think 
both Senators here present perhaps know, that in the New York- 
Florida case involving service from the Northeast and New York 
to Florida, Pan American World Airways signified its intention to 
service the route which they had requested and were, of course, subse- 
quently denied permission to do so. They requested to service that 
route for the Baltimore-Washington area out of one airport treating 
it as an area or regional airport. 

Senator Hotianp. Does the recent granting of their petition in a 
substitute way allowing them to serve Nassau out of Washington 
direct and then indirectly go on to Miami involve a stop at Baltimore? 

Mr. Boucuer. No, sir. I think that is a nonstop New York-Nassau. 

Senator Hottanp. My recollection is that the press announced that 
instead of granting their petition as filed the CAB as an alternative 
allowed Pan American to conduct direct flights from New York to 
Nassau, is that correct, and we were to understand then that they 
could come to Miami around the elbow ? 
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POSSIBLE BIAS IN AIRPORT PREFERENCE 


Mr. Boucuer. I think your understanding is correct, sir. 

Baltimore or the Baltimore interests have to depend upon the 
airlines and CAA and CAB for much of their hope for increased 
service. And what I am going to say now perhaps will not endear 
me to any of those agencies or industries, but I think that testimony 
before this committee has indicated very serious bias on the part 
of CAA and CAB in respect to this entire matter. 

We were told, or the subcommittee was told about the facilities at 
Burke, the proposed facilities. You were told about the travel time 
at Burke. You were told about the road facilities and what plans were 
being made. You have been told about density of population. All 
the facts were presented to this subcommittee by the official agencies 
of this Government about the Burke site. 

But when inquiry was made they do nothing about the facilities at 
Friendship. They do nothing about the density. They do nothing 
about the road facilities contemplated to be instituted by the Federal 
Government and the State of Maryland, and they do nothing about 
what we had to offer at Friendship, 32 miles away from downtown 
Washington, available today at no cost to the taxpayer. 

Our contention is that they are servants of the public and not 
servants of the airlines, and are not to prove the airlines’ case. 

Certainly the area is critical enough in Secretary Rothschild’s mind 
to warrant an expenditure of $50 million to $75 million of the tax- 
payers’ money, but not critical enough in Administrator Pyle’s mind 
to warrant transfer of some 30,000 private flights from Washington 
National to Friendship International. 


TRANSFER OF FLIGHTS 


I would like to offer you, sir, to be left to your discretion as to 
whether it will be in the record, a statement from the Baltimore News- 
Post of January 17 which quotes Administrator Pyle’s comments to 
this committee in response to your question and Senator Stennis’ 
question about the transfer of private planes. He says “That is some- 
thing I should have done.” 

But he is quoted in a comment to a reporter here present during 
recess that day that, “I will not transfer noncommercial planes to 
Friendship because it would cause an awful wrangle.” 

My point here, sir, is that I think it is unfortunate that it appears 
that the CAA has made up its mind about this case and is determined 
to bull it through at a terrific expenditure and cost to the American 
taxpayer. 

Senator Smith has asked Secretary Rothschild for an estimate of 
the capacity of the proposed airports, Burke, Washington National, 
and Friendship. And the Secretary’s comment was that he would 
need a crystal ball to obtain that. 

I would like to offer to the subcommittee, if I may, that within 
the next 3 or 4 days the Greater Baltimore Committee would like to 
estimate the capacity based upon several factors: The maximum 
rules under VFR conditions which the CAA has established, and the 
runway facilities at the 3 airports; the minimum flights under instru- 
ment conditions which are 40; and we can easily determine the maxi- 
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mum and minimum capacity of an airport on that basis by so many 
flights in so many hours. 

The only variable figures that come into that are the peak-hour 
requirements of transportation and the climate conditions, what per- 
centage of time is instrument and what percentage of time is VFR. 
We have that information in basic form from the Department of 
Climatology of the United States Department of Commerce, but we 
have not been able, in the short time since you made the request, to 
develop the figures completely. However, if it is agreeable to the 
committee, we will within the next 2 or 3 days offer you our inter- 
pretation of the figures arrived at on that basis, and with those 
considerations, 

Senator SmirH. You mean an estimate for the future. 

Mr. Boucuer. Yes; of capacity. 

Senator Hottanp. The committee will be glad to have such a filing, 
and will then determine whether or not it should go in the feaped. 

Mr. Bovcuer. One other point, sir. 


OTHER DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED 


We would like to offer for the use of the staff of the subcommittee 
several documents. One is the program of the Maryland State Roads 
Commission, which will show you the anticipated road pattern from 
downtown Washington and from the Bethesda-Rockville-Silver 
Spring area of Maryland, showing the pattern of what is anticipated 
and what is under construction to improve access from the metropoli- 
tan area of Washington to Friendship International. 

Two, a document which is our request for an investigation by the 
CAB of this entire situation of inadequate service for Baltimore and 
Washington—Baltimore due to lack of service and Washington due 
to the overcrowded situation—which may be of some value to your 
staff. 

And also our document, entitled “the Air Traffic Solution for Wash- 
ington, D. C.,” which Congressman Broyhill submitted to you indi- 
vidually the other day. 

I would like to close with one additional statement, if I may. 

General Arnold indicated here yesterday that our growth was real, 
the growth of air traffic at Friendship International was real and 
was continuing and was exceeding the national limit. 

The figures published by the airport department of aviation in the 
city of Baltimore show our growth, and they show that in 1956, as 
compared to 1955, calendar years, Baltimore’s peak traffic increased by 
5 percent. 

General Arnold indicated yesterday that we had exceeded the na- 
tional average. It so happens that the national average was 9.6 per- 
cent. So we are about half of the national average in our rate of 
growth. 

Furthermore, between 1951 and 1956 Baltimore passengers increased 
62.7 percent. During this period the national average increased by 
85.5 percent. This is 36 percent better than our increase at Baltimore. 

We contend, sir, that the smokescreen that has been presented to 
this subcommittee that Baltimore will be at capacity by 1960 is just 
exactly that, a smokescreen not substantiated by facts. And from the 
standpoint of persons interested in the use of Friendship International 
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Airport and from the standpoint of the taxpayer, we very much resent 
the implication that we don’t know what we are talking about when 
we come to you and offer you a facility at no cost to the taxpayer. 

Secretary Rothschild made one additional statement. which I think 
needs correction. He indicated that Baltimore had long been behind 
the parade in air transportation, that we had an old harbor field that 
could not handle traffic, and that since we got the new facility at 
Friendship International we were in a position today on air transpor- 
tation that Washington was in 5 years ago. 


AIR CARRIER MOVEMENTS 


CAB figures that we have got some 38,000 commercial aircraft move- 
ments. Washington never was in that position. They started out in 
1942 with 47,000; 5 years ago, which would make it 1952, they had 
151,880. 

We would like to put in the record this table showing air-carrier 
movements at Washington National Airport to correct the statement 
previously made. 

Senator Hotianp. Yes. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


Air carrier movements at Washington National Airport 


Air carrier} Total Air carrier} Total 


47,101 | 77, 348 
36, 657 91, 493 
52,538 | 107,315 
76,143 | 152, 067 
105, 167 | 180,690 


Source: CAA, 


AVAILABILITY OF FRIENDSHIP 


Mr. Boucurr. We think that the facts will prove that you have an 
ideal facility available at no cost that is not going to be used by the 
airlines unless someone takes the initiative and directs it, and unless 
this unnecessary expenditure of many millions of dollars is, for once 
and for all, planted where it should be and a new assessment made of 
the total requirements of the area on a long-range basis. 

The long-range basis would indicate that Friendship is immediately 
available and that we have time to assess the real needs and the real 
solution, and that we should not be pressured into expenditure of 
some $55 million or $60 million on the basis of erroneous statements. 

Senator Hotianp. I realize that you have filed the program of the 
Maryland State Roads Commission, but I wish, for the record, briefly, 
you would give us a résumé of it. You have already said that part 
of that program will allow the coming in by Kenilworth Avenue to 
East Capitol Street. 

Mr. Boucuer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. And a shortening of the time to the business 
areas of Washington, and an even greater shortening of time to the 
Capitol. 

Mr. Boucuerr. Yes. 
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- Senator Hotianv. We understand that in one of your plans you 
showed that. ; 

Mr. Boucuer. Yes; sir. i ra 

Senator Hottann. My understanding is also, however, from last 
year that new highway arrangements were to be made via Hyattsville 
or College Park or somewhere in that area to allow much quicker and 
more speedy short access to the Takoma Park-Bethesda-Silver Spring 
area. Is that correct, or not? 


a‘f 





HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION 






Mr. Boucuer. That is correct, sir. 
The highway program is now under construction in that area,: 
starting roughly at the Rockville area in Montgomery County and 
the Bethesda area, Montgomery County, servicin Saver Spring, 
Takoma Park, and down, roughly, northeast of the University of 
Maryland at College Park, and tying into the Baltimore-Washington 
Expressway in the general area southeast of College Park, Md. That 
will be a denied-access, triple-lane highway, as these records would 
indicate, for Montgomery and Prince Georges Counties that will en- 
able the passengers in that area of metropolitan Washington, D. C., to 
increase their use of Friendship by cutting approximately 10 to-15 
minutes off of their present travel time to that airport. 

Senator Hortuanp. Of course, the Friendship Airport is already 
closer to the Prince Georges County population, which is substantially 
what? 

Mr. Boucuer. Substantially 300,000. Mr. Beecken will: have to 
substantiate this off the cuff, if he can. 

I might say this, if I may correct it, that I think Prince Georges and 
Montgomery Counties’ population is 612,000. Montgomery County 
is sightly larger than Prince Georges County, but not substantially 
So 















Senator Hottanp. Will you supply those figures for the record? 
Mr. Boucuer. Yes, sir; we certainly will. 

(The matter referred to appears on pp. 192-195.) 

Senator Hotianp. And I wish that you would also supply for the 
record a brief statement of the length of the tiein, through traffic 
route being constructed, beginning, as you say, in the Rockville area 
but continuing through the Bethesda-Silver Spring-Takoma Park and 
College Park areas to a junction with the parkway. 

Mr. Boucuer. Yes, sir, I certainly will. 

(Maps were provided for the use of the subcommittee.) 

Senator Hottanp. Once more for the record, that is a high-grade, 
limited-access, speedily traveled road? Or what type of highway 
is it? 

Mr. Bovcner. Yes, sir. It is just that, sir. It is a high-level, de- 
nied-access road. that is to serve as a beltway around the Washington 
area to provide through traffic movement so it will not be dotted with 
crossroads and traffic hghts. 









POSSIBILITY OF SHUTTLE SERVICE BY RAILROADS 






Senator Hotianp. I notice one more thing. 
In the file there is a letter from one of the Senators suggesting that 
we explore the possibility of having the Pennsylvania Railroad supply 
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shuttle service to Baltimore and the Washington area, and suggesting 
that such service would be less than 20 minutes into Baltimore and a 
little bit over 20 minutes, if over 20 minutes, into Washington. 

Mr.. Boucuer. .Xes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Has that possibility been explored ? 

Mr. Boucuer. We have done this, sir; we have determined, one, 
that both the Baltimore & Ohio and Pennsylvania Railroad mainlines 
pass within a half mile of Friendship International Airport. So the 
expenditure for a spur to provide this facility or have a stop to pro- 
vide this facility is not great. 

I might say this: that they do have a spur now into Westinghouse 
Electric, the Westinghouse Corp.’s facility, which is on the airport 
now. The railroads go into that spur. 

So this is a problem that can be, I think, easily solved. 

And since we travel quite frequently from Baltimore to Washing- 
ton in 40 minutes, I am sure that a facility such as this could be utilized 
by the passenger in 25 minutes from Friendship International into 
Union tation, Washington. 

Senator HoLtianp. The service now is every hour on the hour by 
Pennsylvania from Washington to Baltimore, and there is equally 
frequent service from Baltimore to Washington. 

Mr. Boucuer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. What is the service supplied by the B. & O.? I 
am not familiar with that. 

Mr. Boucuer. Mr. McHugh has the schedule here, sir. 

Senator Hoxtianp. I am unable to interpret this with any great 
ee Do they operate as many trains during the daytime between 
the two cities as the Pennsylvania? 

Mr. Boucuer. Not quite as many; no, sir. But they have a different 
schedule so that when the Pennsylvania is not running the B. & O. 
does run between the hours. And I might say that Pennsylvania has 
a minimum schedule of one per hour, and oftentimes they have more 
than that. 

The B. & O. also has commuter trains, three-coach commuter trains 
that are of very high speed. So I think that the rail lines do offer a 
great possibility of cutting the time into Washington. 

Now, sir, if I may, Mr. Beecken, who, as I indicated, was our avia- 
tion consultant and who is in the business here in Washington and 
doing a fine job for the committee, has a few comments that might 
answer a question or so that you asked previously to your greater 
satisfaction. : 

Senator Hotzanp. Senator Smith, do you have any questions of Mr. 
Boucher? 

Senator Smrru. No. 

Senator Hotzanp. Mr. Beecken. 


SALES IN BALTIMORE FOR SERVICE OUT OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Breecxen. Senator Holland, you asked Mr. Boucher for an ex- 
planation of why United had such a high percentage of sales in Balti- 
more for service out of Washington. 

United only gives the great city of Baltimore, a city of a million 
and a half people, two schedules a day. So, naturally, with such 
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very limited service, a substantial amount of their sales on United 
would have to be for service out of Washington. 

‘And, as far as National is:eencerned, the only service that, National 
has given Baltimore up until this December schedule, when they put 
on this nonstop, has been with twin-engine equipment to Florida. 
And National and Eastern have done a very poor job for Baltimore 
in developing traffic to Florida. 

Senator Hotitanp. Am I to under stand that these nonstop flights 
put on during the winter are also two-motor jobs? _ 

Mr. Berecxen. No. That nonstop is a four-engine, pressurized air- 
plane. It is a fine plane. It is nonstop to Florida. National has 
never done this before until this year. 

The only service Eastern provides throughout the year is, again a 
single-engine airplane with multistops, and it takes 9 hours to get to 
Florida. That is the only flight they have through the area, except 
in the wintertime they have this nonstop. 

Senator HoLuanp. Single engine or two engine? 

Mr. Bercken. This nonstop is four engine. The multistop is with 
a twin-engine airplane. 

Senator Hot.anp. Twin engine instead of single engine. You said 
single engine. 

Mr. Brecxen. I mean twin engine. 

Senator Smith also asked yesterday what percentage of Baltimore’s 
traffic comes to Washington for the better service out of Washington. 


Mr. McHugh did supply some figures which he got from the district 
traffic men in Baltimore. 


HEARING BEFORE CIVIL AERONAUTICS BOARD 


We had a hearing before the Civil Aeronautics Board just a few 
weeks ago, October 29, 1956, in which the Greater Baltimore Com- 
mittee participated. We brought down as witnesses the traffic man- 
agers for such large companies as the Glenn L. Martin Co., that spends 
a million dollars a year for transportation, air transportation out of 
Baltimore. We had a witness for Bethlehem Steel, the Olin Mathie- 
son Chemical Co., the Davison Chemical Co., and also Inland Steel. 

Now these people are the people who arrange transportation for 
their employees. One company witness testified that they took an 
actual check, and 38 percent of their travelers use Washington Na- 
tional and come down by surface means. That was the only definitive 
figure. But all of them testified that a very substantial amount of 
their traffic just bypasses Friendship, and they want nothing to do 
with it, and go to Washington by surface means. 

Senator Hotianp. That one did not happen to be Davison Chemi- 
cal; did it? The place they are traveling to is my home town in 
Florida. So I am interested. 


INADEQUACY OF SERVICE TO FLORIDA 


Mr. Brecxen. I am sure they would be more likely to do that then, 
because the service to Florida has been simply atrocious. All of them 
testified as to the complete inadequacy of the service. 

The representative of the Glenn L. Martin Co., who testified he 
bays a million dollars’ worth of tickets a year, says his biggest. head- 
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ache is to get refunds on the’ Baltimore-Washington ‘portion of the 
ticket. He says he tries to route his people through Baltimore, but 
they just. won't go that way.' Too many of them just take the train 
down to Washington and get a taxi instead of putting up with the 
delays and inconveniences of changing planes‘in Washington. And 
90 percent of the traffic, of necessity, has'to change planes at- Washing- 
ton because the service is so atrocious at Baltimore. 

I would like to say that the reason that the service to Baltimore is 
atrocious is that the airlines don’t like to come down into Baltimore 
and then make a 30-mile hop to Washington National. 

The service that this city gets is not as good as the service that is 
given to Birmingham, Ala., or Memphis or Nashville of Alberquerque, 
N. Mex. And that situation will become worse if you build Burke 
Airport. 

And these people, this 80 percent or more who now have to travel 
down from Friendship to National to get service have got to be further 
inconvenienced by having to travel down to Burke for decent air 
transportation. 

They talk about Burke at the Statler as being more convenient. I 
live in Montgomery County, Silver Spring, a stone’s throw off 16th 
Street. Burke is not going to do me any good. And I do a lot of 
traveling. I would much sooner use Friendship Airport if there 
was some service in there. But naturally I can’t use Friendship so 
long as the service is so atrocious. 

I would like to put, if I may, the testimony of these witnesses in 
the record. I have here the complete testimony of the Baltimore 
witnesses, but I should think that all you would want in the record 
would be pages 3301 to 3322 of the transcript in the Great Lakes 
Southeast Service case, docket No. 2396, before the Civil Aeronautics 
Board. 

Senator Hortanp. ‘Is that 21 typewritten pages? 

Mr. Beecxen. Well, it is all double ical. 

Senator Hottanp. Twenty-one pages. Is that right? 

Mr. Beecken. Yes; it would be 21 pages. 

Senator Hottanp. Well, the item will be received by the committee 
and the committee will decide whether it goes in the record. 


CONTRIBUTIONS TO AIRLINES 


Mr. Breecxen. Then another point I would like to bring out, Senator 
Holland, is you have mentioned the great contributions which this 
Government has made to the airlines. And you agree and I agree 
with you that the contribution has been a very worthwhile one and 
it has paid to this Government great dividends. 

But Baltimore made a contribution to that. I don’t know just how 
much in taxes Baltimore pays to this Government, but most of our 
taxes come of the urban population, and Baltimore represents 114 
percent of the urban population. 

Senator Hottanp. Of America? 

‘Mr. Bercxen. Of the American urban population, 

Baltimore has not collected any dividends on its investment in this 
great industry. 

Now there are two other points that I would like to comment on. ; 
And T think I am a little more qualitied than some of the witnesses 
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that you heard yesterday because I have been studying traffic’ now, 
air traffic, for about 14 years. 

One statement was made that you cannot force passengers to use 
any particular airport. 

Well, that is true to a limited extent. 

Your people in this area will always prefer Washington National 
because it is the closest-in airport. They always prefer in New York 
the LaGuardia Airport because it is the close-in airport as compared 
to Idlewild. 

But the people are going to have to move because there is going to 
be some of the best service that may be available for their particular 
needs at either Burke or Friendship. And the difference of 10 min- 
utes or 15 minutes is not going to make eae ignore Friendship 
Airport in favor of Burke. They will go where they get the best 
airplanes, the best service to wherever they want to go. 

Let me bring up the subject of connecting traffic. 

If you use Friendship Airport as a second airport for Washington 
it will get the support not only of Washington traffic but of Balti- 
more’s traffic. And Baltimore needs that service. Baltimore can 
produce about 2 or 3 times more traffic than it is now producing. 

So, with the support of Baltimore traffic, Friendship will see or 
should see more service, a greater volume of service than Burke would. 

Thus, from the point of view of the connectiong passenger, there 
should be sufficient service for him to make his connection with other 


flights right at Friendship, and he would not have to bother to move 
to another airport. 


That is all I have. 
Senator Hotzanp. Do you have any questions, Senator Smith? 
Senator Smits. | have no questions. 


POPULATION COMPARISONS 


Senator HoLtanp. My recollection is that the figures presented to 
us last year showed that the combined population of Montgomery 
and Prince Georges Counties of something over 600,000 exceeded the 
combined Arlington, Alexandria, and Fairfax County and other areas 
added in comparable distance on the Virginia side. 

Mr. Beecxen. That is right. 

Senator Hotitanp. Can you supply for the record the most recent 
census estimates so that we will have that comparison in the record? 

Mr. Bercxen. I would like to supply pendthide better than that. 

The Washington Board of Trade—because the census is as of 1950— 
has made an up-to-date count, and they also have made projections 
up through 1965. 

The 600,000 people in the Maryland part of the metropolitan area 
constitute roughly 40 percent of the million and a half, or a little 
more than a third of the million and a half population in the Wash- 
ington metropolitan area. And that is the fastest growing area. 

Senator Hotianp. The population of the Washington metropolitan 
area is a good deal greater than a million and a half. My recollection 
is that inside of the District there is something between 800,000 and 
900,000, and that then there is something over 600,000 in Maryland 
and around 400,000 in Virginia. Maybe my figures are off. So that 
87317—57——13 
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the total metropolitan area population is a good deal larger than a 
million and a half. 

Mr. Beecxen, Yes. I will take that back. I was quoting the 1950 
census figure. 

Senator Hottanp. You have now the Bureau of the Census esti- 
mates as of July 1 last. year, 1956. That is the last thing they have. 
That has generaly proved very dependable. 

If you have this Washington Board of Trade development, I think 
that both of them might well be put into the record for the informa- 
tion of the committee and the Senate. 

Mr. Boucuer. Mr. McHugh would like to submit for the record, 
the United States Census Bureau estimates of January 1956. 

Mr. McHuen. Yes, sir. These are as of January a year ago. 

I do note here that as of January 1957, the National Capital Park 
and Planning Commission stated that they estimated suburban Mary- 
land to be 612,000. 

Senator Hoiitanp. This statement is from the Baltimore Associa- 
tion of Commerce. 

Mr. McHvueu. And the United States Bureau of the Census. 

Senator Homtanp. And the United States Census Bureau as of 
January 1956. 

They have later ones as of July of 1956. 

Mr. Boucusr. We will submit those. 

Senator Hotianp. But, according to this, the figures are substan- 
tially what I have indicated: A total of 1,885,000, with 859,000 in the 
District, 434,000 in suburban Virginia, and 592,000 in suburban 
Maryland. 

Mr. McHuean. Yes, sir. 

Senator Horzanp. And, rather than file this figure, if you will 
bring it up to the latest date available we will appreciate it. My 
understanding is that is as of July 1, 1956. 

Is that your understanding ? 

Senator Smirn. Yes. 

Senator Hoitxianp. I think it was July 1, 1956. I do not have any 
eo that they will yet have available the estimates as of January 1, 
1957. 

Mr. Boucuer. All right, sir. We certainly will do so. 

Senator Hotztanp. And I think, too, we would like to have the fig- 
ures from the Washington Board of Trade developed perhaps in a 
little different way, but which would probably give quite an accurate 
picture of the situation. 

Mr. Boucner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Horttanp. All right. Thank you, sir. 

(The material referred to follows:) 


| Henry BEECKEN AND ASSOCIATES, 
Washington, D. C., January 18, 1957. 


How. Spessanp L. HOLLaNp, 
United, States: Senator from Florida, Chairman, Burke Airport Subcom- 
mittee, Senate Appropriations Committee,Senate Office Building, Waskh- 

.. ington, D.-C. ia ce cad 

Dear, SENATOR HoLttanp: I,am_ enclosing; herewith ;the information yon. re- 

quested regarding the population of the metropolitan ‘area as. divided between 


the District and those parts lying in Maryland and Virginia. 


': The latest: Bureau of Cerisus figures which we have been ‘able to find are those 
as of January 1, 1956. Such populations are compared with those as reflected 
in the census of 1950. During this period the total United States population has 
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grown about 10 percent but the Washington metropolitan area population has 
grown almost 29 percent. The growth in the Maryland portion of the metro- 
politan area has been phenomena! with a growth of over 65 percent. During the 
5-year period between the census of 1950 and the estimate of January 1, 1956, 
the population in the Maryland area increased about 234,000. 

Also enclosed is an estimate of the metropolitan area population as of January 
1, 1957, as made by the Washington Board of Trade. 

You will recall that I also suggested that it would be good to have in the record 
the forecast of population in the area as made by the Washington Board of 
Trade. You will see from this that the board of trade is predicting that the 
greatest growth will continue in the Maryland area. 

Sincerely yours, 


HENRY BEECKEN. 
Population growth, Washington, D. C., metropolitan area 


1950 census | Jan. 1, 1956 Percent 











estimate increase 
BPEENS On CORMIER... o ocndpasachnccnconciasatestauemauiaee 802, 178 7.0 
Maryland: 
EY CORNED dota 0 qpnncicasshobienmeninnmemniae 164, 401 76.5 
Prince Georges County .3.............<) sme anes 194, 182 55.3 
POE, wcnncccncncccadgdgunosecinn sages eeaadboases 358, 583 65.3 
Virginia: 
pt, ee ERE 8) ae ee 135, 449 18.8 
pt 5 eee ee ee ee 61, 787 41.1 
pg. a: 2. ee ee ee 98, 557 79.4 
Falls Church Olt y ....20di dsinna itn as cdocdesennseseceenul 7, 535 23.6 
Total_.... cnnacachcndaneain- gutta adasiin ek taacaimdias, 303, 328 43.2 
Total standard, metropolitan area _.................-.-- 1, 464, 28.7 








Source: U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. 


Population estimates, Washington, D. C., metropolitan area, as of Jan. 1, 1957 


Preliminary 
estimate 

Jan. 1,1957 
District of Oolumibia_. 2 ob a ale och ase ae 850, 000 
——— 

Maryland: 
BIO COI Eick ccctcaiasiien ters calicaircnaciecdaaaiadtat alia eae a 307, 000 
Prineé Georges Oounty .... 3.2 aid no sane ceed 325, 000 
Tote) oon avi ncn cried ed deni n sl eee neb glee ean be 632, 000 

Virginia : 

FETT CORE cies, 0B do paceman ont ene eee 171, 000 
Alerandrie City....- 2... 4.26 ec See eennei 88, 000 
Fairfax Oovuaty..2.— 2-5... nel wns ated cee 195, 000 
Falls Camrch Oty .c.5.nnbn nics aeiaeniioenpuautieek ates 9, 600 
TOTAL. .s.xc-cressersiicecrascheiesacvotedhenmentaitensdgeiedaenmnmeesn aun kaa 463, 600 
——— a 
Total, Washington metropolitan area_____-.-..--.-__.---.-.- 1, 946, 000 


Note.—The above are preliminary estimates and are not available in printed form. 
Source: Washington Board of Trade. 
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TABLE P-3,—Single-year population estimates, Washington metropolitan area, by 
counties 1950-56, revised 


Estimated population 


Census as ‘ ss sansicgengei lala anette 
Area Apr. 4, | 
1950 Jan. 1, Jan. 1, Jan. 1, Jan. 1, Jah. 1, Jan. 1, 
| 1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 








District of Columbia_-_--.---_-. 








Montgomery County, Md 164, “401 rl 180,000 | 213,000 | 229,500 | 248,000) 267,000 288, 000 





























Prince Georges County, Md__.| 194, 182 | 210, 10, 000 | 235,000 | 253,000; 271,000 | 289,000 308, 000 
Maryland subdivisions.__.._...| 358, 583 390, 000. 448,000 | 482,500 | 519,600 | 556,000 596, 000 
 ——— CS? 
Arlington, Va * _..-| 185,449 | 142, 500 150, 000 155,000 | 160,000 163, 000 169, 000 
Alexandria, Va_..._.. nae deel 61, 787 | 63, = * 969 76, 500 82, 000 85, 000 ‘ 
Falls Church, Va : : | 7, 535 | 8, 400 8, 700 9, 200 9, 500 
Paiste, Vari ilk _..| 98,557 13 100 100 | 90, 300 136, 600 148, 000 164, 060 182, 500 
Virginia subdivisions....___...| 308, 828 T 327,000 | 854,000 | 876, 500 | -a00, 600" | an, 000 | 448, 000 
———————S——_— | = ae | Se ——S—— te 
Metropolitan area_.____________|1, 464, 089 i, 533, 000 iI, 630, 000 | 712, 000 I 768,000 |1, 817,000 1, 884, 000 
Mid-year estimates: 
TUR 15 1OND. ncn ae 05 padi Sa mndingy b-<he se socee enced ebedenn-nbeenes enn eteeerate 1, 482, 000 
SUE Bp CUS oe rw can cadgeetqenecconsapaipansedelabadan cians anaes 1, 610, 000 
July d, 1068s 2562-2 i eh SS eh ea ee eee Bee 1, 685, 000 
July 1, 1953 Senne aiken Sa weiner 
SORP’l,, BOGG. aon ob hb. Fhe oe ee A Se dhs hn ce ct ececuansaWeeatnaeaeaes 1, 790, 000 
July 1, 1955 sccavnsp fy ins wre lipsitsien cchsinaeienpes<lluctds co igen a 


Source: Estimated by J. P. Pickard, Ph.D., researeh director, economic development committee Wash- 
ington Board of Trade May 1956. Based upon dwelling-unit data s' no goer by the various planning com- 


missions; vital statistics from the District of Columbia, Maryland, and Virginia State Health Departments 
and other sources. Revised data. 







HOMEOWNERS OPPOSED TO A JET AIRPORT IN FAIRFAX CoUNTY,. VA. 


STATEMENT OF ERNEST W. REISNER, CHAIRMAN 
DISAPPROVAL OF BURKE PROJECT 


Senator Hotianp. The first witness that I have on the Fairfax 
County group today is Mr. Ernest W. Reisner; chairman of the 
homeowners opposed to a jet airport in Fairfax County. 

Is Mr. Reisner here‘ 

Mr. Reisner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. All right, sir, you may proceed. 

Mr. Reisner. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is Ernest 
W. Reisner. I am chairman of a group of Fair fax County residents 
and homeowners who are strongly opposed to the establishment of a 
jet airport at Burke, Va. 

I appreciate this opportunity of appearing before you, and also wish 
to express the appreciation of the members of our committee and 
of the many other residents of the county who have, by various means, 
indicated their strong disapproval of the proposed Burke project. 

I should first like to refer to the subject of hove Fairfax County resi- 
dents and homeowners feel about an airport at Burke, and what they 
have done to indicate their feelings. 

Our committee was established in midsummer of 1955 when it 
appeared that the Burke project was to be reopened. A group of 
citizens met one evening at the Fairfax County. Courthouse aml de- 
cided to take what action we could to acquaint others in the county 
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with the nature of the threat hanging over us, and to consolidate the 
known opposition to the airport. Then we wished to make that 
opposition known to the elected representatives of the people of the 
county. 

COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP 


After several such evening meetings were held, either in the court- 
house or in space rented temporarily for the purpose, an organization 
was set up and certain duties assigned to the newly chosen committee 
officers, I found myself occupying the role of chairman. The com- 
mittee members consist of reidaate and homeowners living in the area. 
Many of them have been lifelong residents in the community, and 
occupy positions of prominence and responsibility. They have been 
known for years as people of reliability, integrity, and interest in the 
welfare of the county. Others, equally interested in the present and 
future well-being of the county, have, like myself, only in the last 
few years moved into the county. . 

e relative newcomers are fighting shoulder to shoulder with the 
longer-term residents in this serious effort to protect our newly ac- 
quired homes and to retain those attractive features of the county 
which drew us to it in our quest for a desirable place in which to live. 


IMPACT OF JET AIRPORT ON COMMUNITY 


We have made a continuing study of the impact a jet airport would 
have on a residential community such as ours, and have sought ever 
opportunity to acquaint our fellow residents and homeowners wit 
the results of our study. For the past year and a half we have ad- 
dressed citizens’ associations, written letters, held discussions with 
representatives of the local press and used every other means at hand 
to acquaint the homeowners of the area with what may lie ahead. 
What we have lacked in financial resources we have attempted to make 
up in the thoroughness of our search for revealing information on 
the subject, and in our efforts to make the results of our studies known 
to others in the county. Our interest in this subject is an overpowering 
one. All of us feel that we individually have a huge stake in the 
outcome of this controversy—our homes. 

There are some who claim that the people of Fairfax County want 
a jet airport at Burke, and various signs are given to support the 
claim. However, a little scrutiny will show that all are obscure and 
misleading indicators, and do not reflect the views of the great mass 
of individual residents and homeowners of the county. 


BROYHILL POLL 


Reference has been made to a por conducted by Congressman 


Broyhill. However, Congressman Broyhill himself has disclaimed 
the result of the poll as failing to show the true sentiment of the 
people of the county. Last July, in appearing before the Senate 
Appropriations Committee, Congressman Broyhill gave his views on 
the lack of validity of the result of the poll. Moreover, since that 
time, epee Broyhill and an opponent have gone before the 
people of the 10th Congressional District of Virginia seeking election 
to the present Congress. Both Mr. Broyhill and his opponent, during 
their campaigns, came out in flat opposition to an airport at Burke. 
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This shows that both candidates were aware of the fact that the 
people of the county do not want the airport. And, finally, Congress- 
man Broyhill has presented to this subcommittee his own current 
views on the subject of Burke. 

And I might add here that the views of our two senators are also 
well known on that same subject. 


VIEWS FAVORING AIRPORT 












It has been claimed that the people of Fairfax County want. the 
airport because a number of chambers of commerce have gone on 
record favoring it. This actually is where the line of demarcation 
begins to emerge between those who favor and those who oppose the 
airport. 

it is true that some businessmen’s organizations have alined them- 
selves in favor of the airport. However, some of them are not even 
in Fairfax County, and some that are have memberships heavily 
weighted with members who are not from Fairfax County. Most of 
the real agitation for the airport at Burke comes from individuals and 
groups outside the county. For example, we have representatives of 
the Washington Board of Trade, the Air Transport ociation, and 
others not residents of the county, all claiming that it would be good 
for us to have an airport thrust upon us. 




























LAND ACQUISITION AT BURKE 





And I might say here, as an interpolation, that we would be some- 
what more impressed with the objectivity and attitude of the Washing- 
ton Board of Trade, which organization had large newspaper ads in 
the Washington papers last year urging an airport at Burke, if the 
then president of the Board of Trade had not acquired between 2,000 
and 3,000 acres of land in the vicinity of Burke Airport after the 
Burke project was first begun. 

And another gentleman who testified 

Senator Hottanp. Pardon me. 

For the record, who was that gentleman ? 

Mr. Reisner. That was Mr. Carr. 

And another gentleman who testified here yesterday—Mr. Henry J. 
Rolfs—about a year ago acquired 126 acres of land in the immediate 
vicinity of the Burke site. We got that information from the Fair- 
fax County court records. 

When one turns from the business organizations inside and outside 
the county to an examination of the views of the individual county 
residents and homeowners, the matter takes on quite a different aspect. 
There is strikingly uniform evidence that the vast majority of the 
individuals who live in Fairfax County do not want the airport. This 
has been indicated in several ways. 

First, there is the vast number of personal contacts made by myself 
and other officers of our committee during the past year and a half. 
This has brought to light a great body of opinion overwhelmingly 
opposed to the airport. It is, in fact, this continuing support we re- 
ceive which constantly justifies what we are doing, and encourages us 
to keep on fighting. 








198 ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR WASHINGTON AREA 
OBJECTIONS OF CIVIC ASSOCIATIONS 


Then there is the record of the many citizens’ associations, of which 
large numbers of county residents are members. Our records list 12 
organizations of this kind, some local and some countywide, which 
have passed resolutions opposing the airport, either during the present 
controversy or when the subject was brought up previously. These 
are: 

Springfield Civic Association 

Sigmona Parks Civic Association 

Country Club Hills (Fairfax) Civie Association 
Ox Road Civic Association 

Fairfax County Citizens Committee for the Master Plan 
Burke Community Civic Association 

Lee Forest Civic Association 

Chestnut Hills Civic Association 

Franconia Civic Association 

Southeast Fairfax Civie Association 

Columbia Pines Civie Association 

Fairfax County Federation of Civic Associations 


I might add that for well over a year Mr. Rolfs and I have been 
debating this subject before citizens’ associations. And I should esti- 
mate that we probably have appeared before at least 8 or 10 associations 
and presented our views in informal debate. 

I hesitate to say this for fear my luck will change, but I do want 
to say, nevertheless, that I will take the gamble on that. I have yet 
to lose a vote when Mr. Rolfs and I debated this before homeowners 
in one of these associations. 

Senator Hottanp. You mean you got all the votes or you got the 
majority ? 

Mr. Reisner. No, sir. <A resolution against the airport was passed 
after the debate. 

COMMITTEE PETITION 


There is a written record, established by 3,000 individual county 
residents to show their unequivocal opposition to the airport. I refer 
to the petition which was circulated by our committee and turned 
over to the Fairfax Board of Supervisors when 3,000 signatures had 
been received. Many more signatures could have been obtained, but 
we felt we could prove our point by that number. This petition is a 
strong indication of the feelings of Fairfax County individuals as 
contrasted with a relatively small number of business groups. 

The petition reads as follows: 


We, the undersigned residents of Fairfax County, Va., respectfully petition the 
Board of Supervisors of Fairfax County to take whatever steps are necessary 
and to do everything in their power, as the policymaking and governing body 
of this county, to prevent the location, construction, and operation of the proposed 
supplemental airport for Washington, D. C., at Burke or at any other location 
in this county. 

We are of the firm belief that such a project in this county would not only 
be detrimental to the future development of a large area of this county, but in 
addition would be a source of great annoyance to those of us who are now 
residents in this county. We further believe that with the use of jet air trans- 
ports, in the very near future, we would, if such an airport were established, 
be subjected to more and greater noises, destructive vibrations, and hazard, 
and that as a result our homes and property would be greatly reduced in value 
for residential purposes. 
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ATTITUDE OF COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 


All of this sentiment against the airport could not have been without 
its effect on the local governing body, the Fairfax County Board of 
Supervisors. That body, consisting of seven representatives elected 
by the county voters to carry out their wishes, has left a strikingly 
consistent record of their interpretation of the feelings of the people 
of the county. 

Every year, for the past 6 years, the Board has officially gone on 
record as opposed to the airport. Only 1 of those 6 votes was not 
unanimous. It was a 5-to-1 vote in opposition, and occurred after 
the election in 1955 had brought about a great change in the member- 
ship of the Board. 


OPPOSITION TO NOISE 


The opposition to an airport at Burke centers largely around a small 
number of basic points. First in the minds of those who live in the 
area is the intense noise known to be an unfailing characteristic of 
large aircraft when propelled by turbojet engines. 

You are aware that large numbers of jet planes are on order for 
delivery to major airlines as soon as they can be produced. The Boeing 
707 and the Douglas DC-8, large 4-engine jet transports, will be 
commonplace at any new airport constructed in the near future, Jet 
engines are recognized in and out of the aviation field as the source 
of the greatest noise yet produced by man. Efforts to reduce the 
noise are being pushed frantically by the aviation industry because 
of the realization that the public simply will not stand for the large- 


scale use of large jet planes near centers of population. 

The present purchase contracts for the new planes contain provisions 
that noise must be brought down to a reasonable level. But, com- 
menting on this point, Mr. Henry Lefer writes in Aviation Week, 
a weekly periodical of the aviation industry : 


All the airline purchasers of new jet equipment have stipulations concerning 
noise in their contracts, but the stipulations are generally vague, requiring the 
manufacturers to keep noise at a “reasonable level.” What the reasonable level 
is, nO one seems prepared to say. The subject of what type, intensity, pitch, 
ete., of noise is annoying or harmful still requires considerable study. The 
consensus seems to be that if the jets will be no noisier than today’s DC-—7’s 
and Super Constellations, the industry may get by. However, with the expected 
growth of air transport and the already powerful opposition to the situation 
as it is today, the port authority— 


and here he is referring to the Port Authority of New York— 


is not convinced that this noise level will be acceptable. * * * In the mean- 
time, the port authority stand by its 1951 ban which has prevented the Comet and 
707 from landing in New York. 


In view of this comment, are the residents and homeowners of 
Fairfax County to be blamed for not wanting a jet airport dropped 
in their midst / 





200 ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR WASHINGTON AREA 
COMMENT OF FORMER CAA ADMINISTRATOR 


Or consider another comment which comes from a source least ex- 
eae I refer to the remark made by the late CAA Administrator 

r. Charles J. Lowen, Jr., who, in discussing the suitability of National 
Airport for jet aircraft, had this to say: 


Some day we may have to receive jets at National, but having them taking 
off over Washington wouid be intolerable for the residents. 


Surely Mr. Lowen knew that civil jet aircraft would not use after- 
burners and would be equipped with so-called noise suppressors. 


EDITORIAL FROM MIAMI, FLA., HERALD 


I believe you will readily see why we do not wish the name of our 
locality added to the growing list of others where the jet noise problem 
has become a major issue. onolulu, New Orleans, Miami, San Diego 


are on a lengthening list. An editorial from the Miami Herald 
points up the problem: 


The coming of jet airliners, viewed by this air-mined community as a great 
forward step in the march of progress, could also be one the area’s greatest 
calamities. 

Jet airliners, as presently designed, are undoubtedly among the noisest instru- 
ments ever conceived by the mind of man. As such they pose a serious threat 
to real estate values. 

Unless you’ve heard the piercing thunder of a multiengined jet plane, you 
can sey comprehend just how noisy one of these high-powered planes really 
can be. 

And, unfortunately, the noise is not confined to takeoffs. The jet airliners 
are terrifically noisy during level flight as well. 

Maybe, after the jets go into operation, there will be some individuals over- 
joyed to be an hour or two closer to New York, Chicago, and points north. 
But Ill wager they’ll be few in number compared to the thousands who will 
demand relief from the noise. 

Planes with conventional piston-driven engines, source of great consterna- 
tion to those living anywhere near Miami International Airport, will seem like 
the sweet sounds of a string quartet when compared to the roar of those gigantic 
jets. 

No less an authority than the famed aeronautical designer Grover Loening 
said here last week that the airlines and jet plane manufacturers have erred 
gravely in not putting the noise problem ahead of all other considerations in 
jet design. 

Loening said he personally feels any community in the vicinity of an airport 
would be justified in taking legal steps to control jet noise within a reasonable 
distance from the ground. 

He noted that the thunder of the jets is not only annoying, it can result in 
actual physical harm to those subjected to it too often and in too great decibel 
rating—a decibel being a measurement of sound volume. 

He did add one encouraging note. The manufacturers now have their de- 
signers looking for some form of muffler to reduce the sound of jets now on the 
production lines. 

In the meantime, Greater Miami might be wise to take note of what has 
already happened in other places where the problem of jet noise has already 
developed. 

They might well take note of studies being made by the Federal Housing Ad- 
ministration and Veterans’ Administrations, both of which have said they are 
quite concerned over the potential seriousness of the problem. 

These agencies have announced no general policy yet but a recent joint ruling 
in the case of the area surrounding a Navy jet base near San Diego, Calif., seems 
particularly significant. 

After studying the situation in cooperation with the Navy, both FHA and VA 
announced that they would no longer approve home construction within a 20,000- 
foot radius of the base—that’s 3.7 miles. This order takes in 8,000 acres of 
mostly unimproved land. 
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It was the opinion of those making the study that the noise and potential 
danger of jet aircraft would be so detrimental to property values as to make 
a poor mortgage risk. 

I’m not sure how many homes are within the 20,000-foot radius of Miami 
International, but I know it’s a sizable number. 

And if FHA and VA were right in San Diego, then those people living within 
20,000 feet of Miami International are in an area of potential blight. 

Also studying this situation are the Nation’s appraisers who are trying to 
determine just what effect jet noises will have on property values. 


Senator Hotxanp, Are you still quoting from the Miami Herald? 
Mr. Reisner. Yes,sir. Lhave3 or 4 more lines. 


They’re sure the trend will be downward, but no one can tell yet just how far 
down they’ll go. 

House and Home, magazine of the home-building industry, comments on the 
situation in its current issue thusly : 

“One thing is sure—builders and appraisers can look for an increasing hubbub 
over the problem of depreciation in such areas and may well find that their zone 
of operations in years to come is pushed further and further back from the 
perimeter of the fields. 

The jet has created problems in residential land development that have not 
been fully analyzed by appraisers, builders, FHA, or VA.” 


EFFECTIVENESS OF NOISE SUPPRESSORS 





In commenting on noise suppressors, we are inclined to agree with 
the remark made earlier in this hearing by a gentleman from the CAA 
to the effect that a jet noise without a noise suppressor is a “noisy 
beast.” 

Our information on the real effectiveness of noise suppressors give 
us much less confidence in their effectiveness than the CAA witness 
seems to feel. Even if they were that effective, it should be noted that 
the first jet engine planned for use on the Boeing 707 is the civilian 
version of the Pratt-Whitney J-57 engine. As to size, this engine is 
known as a 10,000-pound-thrust engine. Plans are already ontlerWay 
to use a substantially larger engine on some models of the Boeing 707. 
This engine will be a civilian counterpart of the J-75 engine which is 
in the 14,000-pound-thrust class. That engine, with a suppressor as 
effective as the CAA expert claims it will but with which we do 
not agree—would be as noisy as a J—57 without the suppressor. 

So, as far as we can see, we lose no matter how you look at it. 

Senator Hotianp. Mr. Reisner, how near through are you? 

Mr. Reisner. I have just a few more pages of double-spaced 
material. 

Senator Hotianp. I suggest we recess until 2 o’clock and that you 
be ready at that time, and the committee will hear all other witnesses. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee was recessed, to be re- 
convened at 2 p. m., this same day.) 



















AFTERNOON SESSION, 2 P. M. 


Senator Hottanp. The subcommittee will please come to order. 

Mr. Reisner, will you continue your statement. 

Mr. Reisner. Yes, sir. May I add that we have some information on 
Beltsville also. I believe we have a map and one of our committee 
members is scheduled to testify later in the afternoon. 
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COMPOSITION OF COMMITTEE 


Senator Smirn. Mr, Reisner, how many people do you represent ? 

Mr. Reisner. I cannot say. Our committee itself, T should say, is 
eeerenany 100 people who have been working on this with tele- 
phone calls, with talking to people and circulating petitions. That 
is the core of our organization. 

Senator Samrru. That committee is made up of representatives of 
various organizations in your area, did I understand ? 

Mr. Reisner. Yes, citizens organizations and each member of the 
committee has filled out a little questionnaire that we presented to 
them giving their place of business, their home, their telephone num- 
ber, where they work and any organizations they belong to and gen- 
eral information of that kind. I have the list in my home. 

In some cases a husband and wife are listed on one card, but the 
pile of 5 by 8 cards is about an inch thick. 

Senator Hottanp. You spoke of having secured a petition signed 
by some 3,000 people supporting your position and you also said that 
the number who supported it was considerably larger than that but 
you cannot say what it is. 

Mr. Reisner. No. I believe if we had maintained the petition cam- 
paign we could have doubled the number of signatures. 

Senator Honnann. Proceed, sir. 


FURTHER DISCUSSION OF JET NOISE 


Mr. Retsner. I would like to make one comment on jet-engine noise. 
The subject of jet-engine noise was discussed by Mr. Godfrey Hall, 
chairman of the British counterpart of our National Advisory Com- 
mittee for Aeronautics, when he delivered the Wright brothers lecture 
in Washington on December 17,1956. In the discussion period which 
followed, Mr. William Littlewood, vice president in charge of equip- 
ment of American Airlines, stated that. the American public is onan 
going to have to accept more noise than now made by present-day 
planes, if they want jet planes, as the airlines cannot afford the eco- 
nomic penalty now envisioned by using suppressors required to get a 
large, suitable noise reduction. 

The editorial which I quoted earlier leads us into another subject 
which gives us very much concern. That is the effect of jet airport 
proximity on the salability of our homes. 

Senator Hottanp. May I ask you where you live? 

Mr. Reisner. I live about 4 miles almost directly north of the 
Burke site but a very small amount east. 

Senator Hottanp. What is your business, Mr. Reisner? 

Mr. Reisner. I work for the United States Government, sir. I am 
an employee of the Small Business Administration. 


EFFECT OF JET AIRPORT ON REAL ESTATE VALUES 


We cannot escape the conviction that, as the housing market comes 
more nearly into a balance between demand and supply, those of us 
unlucky enough to live near a jet airport will find our property de- 
preciated in value. We will be obliged either to sell our property at 
a loss if we wish to move, or to stay where we are and suffer the 
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annoyance and hazard of the jet — flying overhead. As far back 
as 1953 an appraisal study of damages to real estate caused by its 

yroximity to an airport serving jet transports made in the city of 

Jetroit in connection with the proposed Northeast Airport produced 
estimated damages ranging as high as 80 percent under certain cir- 
cumstances. As recently as ony 1956 Mr. Channing C. Beeth, former 
chairman of the International Society ‘of Residential Appraisers 
committee studying the effect of jet aircraft on residential property, 
stated, in the Society of Residential Appraisers Review: 

We are toa great extent in a seller’s market which probably does not reflect 
airport proximity as a depreciating feature. A study of sales now probably 
would not reflect it. To get a proper study of the effectiveness of airport activity, 
we should observe a somewhat soft market, with an oversupply of housing, so 
that the average buyer might become aware, through comparison, of the nuisance 
of planes over his house. With a study under that sort of situation we might 
have something concrete on which to hang our opinions. But as of today, 
availability and financing dominate the market. The typical buyer today is 
operating under some duress. We are, however, approaching a time—except 
in some widely separated instances—where we have an approximate balance 
between supply and demand in the housing market. Builders and lending insti-~ 
tutions should prepare for a probable change by proper appraisals, 

_ The same factors are discussed in another issue of the same publica- 
tion by Mr. Herman O. Walther, also a member of the Society of 
Residential Appraisers, whose 1952 surveys in 6 cities showed a similar 
ratio of increase in prices from 1940 to 1952 in areas near and far 
from airports in Chicago, Dallas, Denver, Los Angeles, Newark, and 
New York. Mz. Walther states: 


An appraiser would not advocate building houses so close to airports any more 
than he would favor placing them on a heavy traffic artery or a railroad track. 
He must further acknowledge that the effect of nuisances cannot be gaged in a 
brisk market but rather is shown up. under circumstances of oversupply when 


the buyer has a choice between the property embodying the nuisance and another 
property that is free from that disadvantage. 


EFFECT OF JET AIRPORT ON OITY OF FAIRFAX 


The rapidly growing town of Fairfax is situated directly in line 
with the north and south runways of the proposed Burke Airport, 
which runways would account for 90 to 95 percent of the Burke traffic, 
we are advised by the proponents of the airport. Would this not sub- 
ject. Fairfax to serious hazards? There is a separation of but 2.7 miles 
between the northern boundary of the proposed Burke site and the 
corporate limits of the town of Fairfax. 

The construction of a jet airport at Burke would place large - 
tions of the county in veritable crossfire of aerial congestion. The 
population of Fairfax County has doubled in the last 5 years. The 
county has often been referred to in the real-estate press as the fastest 
growing county in the Nation. New schools, churches, and homes are 
springing up daily, as more and more people living in the District of 
Columbia decide to take up residence in the county. It would seem 
reasonable to believe that, the introduction of a jet airport in that 
area, and only 13 miles from Washington National Airport, could 
have no possible effect but to increase aerial congestion to such an ex- 
tent that great numbers of people in the county would be subject to 
constantly mereasing hazards. 
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AIRCRAFT CLIMBING CAPABILITY 


I would like for a moment, if I may, to refer to some testimony 
given yesterday about the CAA certification of aircraft, particularly 
their climbing capability. If I recall the evidence, it was testified 
that the Boeing 707 will have a climbing capability which is roughly 
comparable but somewhat better actually than the present-day planes, 
the DC-7 and the Constellation. Now, it is those 2 planes, the DC-7 
and the Constellation, with that certified climbing power, that are 
causing the trouble over Georgetown. Because a plane is certified as 
having a certain climbing ability does not mean it is going to be oper- 
ated that way in routine passenger service. 

There is quite a difference, I believe, between the certified capability 
of the plane, the DC-8 or the Boeing 707 or any other plane, and the 
way a pilot actually flies it out of an airport. 

am told by aviation people that pilots want plenty of speed before 
they begin to climb, and I Fallows that sums up the difficulty that we 
have with quite powerful planes fully able to climb, but they simply 
do not operate them that way around the airports. 


GROUND TRAVEL TIME TO AIRPORTS 


I have one other point that I would like to speak on just briefly: 
This 15-minute interval we hear so much about seems to be very im- 
portant in Washington when Friendship or Burke are under considera- 
tion but, if we direct our attention away from Washington to Detroit, 
odly enough it seems to have lost its significance entirely up there 
because there are two airports near Detroit. One is Willow Run which 
is the principal airport there now. That requires a 55-minute ride 
on a Greyhound bus from downtown Detroit. I have taken that ride 
several times myself. As you ride out to Willow Run you pass another 
large airport called Wayne Major Airport which is much nearer De- 
troit. How much nearer I do not know, but Ishould say that the ride 
out to Willow Run is about 15 minutes longer than to Wayne Major. 
There has been agitation to get the airlines to transfer to Wayne Major 
and they are fighting that just as hard as they are fighting this Friend- 
ship fight now. The 15-minute differential seems to be different as 
you move from Washington to Detroit. 


REASONS FOR OBJECTION TO BURKE SITE 


We respectfully urge that funds for the construction of an airport 
at Burke, Va., be denied for the following reasons : 

1. A suitable alternative is now available for the traffic in the form 
of Friendship International Airport. 

We have heard a great deal of statistical information analyzing the 


traffic at Friendship. I would like to make the additional comment: 
Friendship started in June of 1950 and these figures given in the CAA 
statistical handbook of civil aviation for 1956 only extend through 
1955. I am sure 1956 figures are available now or will be shortly. 
In 1950 the percentage of military operations at Friendship was 8 
percent. That is just figured quickly on a slide rule. That figure 
increased every year ~—T. that in 1953 and 1954 it was the same 


figure, 51 percent, until it had reached 55 percent in 1955. 
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Meanwhile the air-carrier percentage of volume of the total traffic 
began in 1950 at 70 percent and that dropped down each year to 1955 
when it had fallen to 28 percent. The other civil aircraft remained 
about the same. It started at 22 percent and was 17 percent in 1955. 

The second reason is that the president of the District of Columbia 
Transit System, Mr. O. Roy Chalk, has indicated a definite interest in 
providing high speed transportation to Friendship International 
Airport. 

3. A saving of at least $50 million can thereby be effected, a matter 
of some importance from a Federal budget point of view. 

4. The Burke site is subject to traffic limitations imposed by the 
Quantico and Dahlgren danger areas and its proximity to the Wash- 
ington National Airport. 


CAA REPORT 


I am quoting now from Civil Aeronautics Administration Technical 
Development Report No. 187. I am going to read the second and 
following paragraphs to the introduction of that report. 

The proposed Washington supplemental airport site at Burke, Va., presents 
several diverse problems. The most formidable restriction to efficient traffic 
flow is the Quantico danger area which is located 11 miles southwest of the 
Burke site. This Marine gunnery and rocket range, which covers an area of 
over 100 square miles, limits considerably the airspace available for maneuvering 
aircraft into the final approach path at Burke Airport. 

The Dahlgren danger area, located 24 miles south-southeast of Burke, does not 
restrict traffic flow in the immediate airport vicinity. However, it does compli- 
cate the arrival routes to the three major airports in the terminal area. 

The proximity of the Burke site to the Washington National Airport will tend 
to restrict the flow of traffic into the latter field by obviating the use of a west 
sector holding fix for feeding traffic into the Washington National Airport. This 
restriction may not be too serious if Burke becomes the principal ‘airport in the 
Washington terminal area, since it is likely that Washington National Airport 
would then lose much of its present commercial trafiic. 

I think it is worth noting that if we build a complete airport at 
Burke we automatically cut off part of the capacity at National. 

Senator Hor.anp. What was the document from which you read? 

Mr. Reisner. That is Civil Aeronautics Administration Technical 
Development Report No. 187. 


FURTHER OBJECTIONS TO BURKE AIRPORT 


5. Aerial congestion in the Washington area will be relieved by 
using Friendship but increased by building an airport at Burke. 

6. Certain airlines are beginning to indicate interest in using 
Friendship as a terminal for Washington traffic. 

I offer this with some qualifications after what we have heard 
recently. ; 

Fastern Airlines, National Airlines, and Northwest Orient Airlines 
have done so, according to the local press. National Airlines has 
announced coach flights to Miami using Friendship for Baltimore and 
Washington traflic. 

7. An airport at Burke would subject residents of Fairfax County 
to great annoyance, hazard, and depreciation of property. 

8. A jet airport at Burke would deny part of the county some very 
beneficial forms of development. The present controversy over the 
location of the University of Virginia’s new northern branch is illus- 
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trative. The possibility of construction of an airport at Burke has 
been given by the site selection committee of the University of Virginia 
as a persuasive consideration in rejecting a site near Burke. 

9. With a double-track, main-line railway forming its northern 
boundary, and military gunnery and rocket range danger areas on 
the opposite site, the Burke proposal is a 1950. solution sandwiched in 
and applied to a 1975 problem. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Hortranp. I have one more question about this quotation 
from the CAA technical papers which you just gave. Is there any 
date on that paper? 

REORIENTATION OF RUNWAYS 


Mr. Retsner. It is, I should say, 2 or 3 years old. I do not know 
exactly. I have a copy at home, but I do not recall the date. It isa 
study of, I believe, four different arrangements of traffic beacons and 
navigational facilities of various kinds and runway layouts at Burke. 

The original Burke arrangement was for the north and south run- 
ways to be oriented 18° east of north and that study indicates what 
they call the Dumfries plan as the most suitable one which calls for 
the runways being reoriented back to exactly north and south; and 
that is the way they are now. 

Senator Hotianp. I will ask you if the document to which you have 
referred is this one which is dated November 1952. 

Mr. Rersner. May I see the copy of it? Yes, sir, that is it. Here 
is the part that IT read, beginning in the second paragraph. 

Senator Hottanp. The purpose of the study made and reported in 
that document was to study the various air-traffic-control devices that 
were available in the event of the construction of the Burke Airport 
and in that study to comment on the questions arising out of the 
proximity of the Burke Airport to the Washington National Airport. 

Mr. Retsner. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Isthat correct ? 

Mr. Reisner. That is my understanding, sir; yes. I might add, sir, 
if I may, that the complete document isa good many more pages than I 
see there. 

Senator Hotianp. Are there questions ? 

All right; thank you, sir. 

Senator Butler appears voluntarily as a witness here. 

Senator Butler, we will be glad to hear you. 


EXPLORATION OF ALTERNATIVE URGED 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


COMMITTEE REQUEST TO EXPLORE FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


Senator Burner. Mr. Chairman, first let me thank you and the 
other members of the subcommittee for affording me the opportunity 
to appear today and present my views on the important matter which 
you have under consideration. 

As your record shows, on July 30, 1956, Senator Hayden, chairman 
of the Committee on Appropriations, wrote somewhat similar letters 
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to the Secretary of Commerce, the Civil Aeronautics Board, and the 
Air Transportation Association. In each of these letters he requested 
the recipients, during the recess period, to give their full cooperation 
toward early consideration of the adoption, in whole or in part, of the 
various alternatives which have been suggested as steps which should 
be taken prior to proceeding with the Burke project. In particular, 
by these letters Senator Hayden requested that every effort. be made 
to explore the Friendship International Airport alternative. 

It is in that framework—or with that background—that these hear- 
ings are being conducted. 

Almost 6 months have elapsed since Senator Hayden made these 
requests. Of course, the Senate did not expect that during this period 
of time those of whom these requests were made would have prepared 
a study or made an investigation 100 percent complete and adequate. 
The Senate, however, certainly had a right to expect of the Secretary 
of Commerce, the Civil Aeronautics Board, and the Air Transport 
Association that during the months of August, September, October, 
November, and December they individually, and perhaps collectively, 
would have tried in good faith to comply with the chairman request. 

Have they done so? This is the basic question. If they have not, 
then the intervening months have, in large measure been wasted. 

Without impugning their motives in any way, without speculating 
as to why they have ignored what seems so obviously a reasonable 
request, the fact. is they have come into these hearings totally unable 
to demonstrate that they have tried in any way to relieve National 
Airport’s excessive traffic either by the employment of Friendship or 
by the use of any other alternative. 

That being the case, and until they take seriously the chairman’s 
request, I submit that the Senate has every right to treat in an equally 
cavalier fashion the premature and grandiose request for an “initial” 
Burke Airport appropriation of $35 million. 

However, Mr. Chairman, were we to adopt such an attitude, I fear 
we might make ourselves a party to a situation which before long 
would probably contribute to one or more major air tragedies at 
National Airport. 

Obviously what the Senate of the United States must do—since 
all concede that the traffic at National is presently excessive and 
growing more so every day—is to take steps, legislatively if necessary, 
to compel the authorities to do precisely what Senator Hayden re- 
quested them to do 6 months ago; namely, explore the alternatives. 


CONFLICTS IN TESTIMONY OF BURKE PROPONENTS 


During these hearings this subcommittee has been subjected to an 
Alice-in-Wonderland parade of conflicting testimony—some of it by 
people who contend that the matter is crystal clear and that we should 
proceed at once with the Burke project. 

To see how unclear their own thinking is, examine for a moment 
the testimony of these same Burke proponents given to your own sub- 
committee during the last 3 days. You will find a great many glaring 
conflicts, among which are the following: ) 

1. You have been told that there is no present need to transfer 
any of the traffic—not even the private plane traffic—from National 
Airport. You have been told that traffic control at National is se 
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efficient that the worst that happens there is that occasionally, during 
the rush hours, there is some delay in takeoffs and arrivals. 

However, compare this testimony with other testimony of the Burke 
advocates to the effect that the air-traffic situation at National is now 
so grave and excessive that it is imperative for Congress, without fur- 
ther delay, to appropriate as an initial amount $35 million, in order 
to get the Burke project rolling. 

2. You have bole told that Friendship International Airport, 
located where it is, must be thought of as serving the Baltimore area 
and cannot be considered as available to serve the Washington area 
too. 

However, compare this testimony with other testimony of the Burke 
advocates to the effect that Friendship, National, and_ Burke air- 
ports will all make up one group of facilities serving the Washingtone- 
Baltimore area. 

Incidentally, Congress, when it appropriated what it did for the 
construction of Friendship Airport, did so on the basis that that 
facility would serve the Washington-Baltimore area. 

3. You have been told that the proposed facility at Burke, Va., need 
not be any larger than 4,500 acres in fee simple, with easements or 
zoning restrictions covering an additional 1,900 acres—making a total 
of 6,400 acres. 

However, compare this testimony with other testimony of the Burke 
advocates to the effect that it would probably be better to increase 
this estimate rather substantially, in order to be sure that ample space 


was being appropriated at the outset rather than to have to expand 
the Burke facility at a later date. 


AREA NEEDED FOR AIRPORT 


And then, Mr. Chairman, reflect for a moment on the fact that in 
1950 the Burke planners persuaded Congress to give its initial okay to 
this scheme on the basis that only about 2,500 acres of Virginia soil 
would be needed for the Burke Airport. 

At the present rate of Burke Airport’s growth on the drawing boards 
it deserves a more fitting name than “Burke.” Perhaps we should 
call it “Topsy.” 

I understand that you have heard a great deal of testimony to the 
effect that despite what Senator Byrd, Senator Robertson, and Con- 

ressman Broyhill say about the matter, the great majority of reg- 
istered voters in Virginia really want us to proceed with the con- 
struction of Burke Airport. 

In the first place—and even if this were so—it would beg the ques- 
tion as to whether it is now necessary or in the foreseeable future will 
be necessary to construct an airport at Burke, Va., if a sincere, good- 
faith attempt is made to use the existing, free-for-the-asking Reeili- 


ties at Friendship. Of course, it is my position that if the airlines 
will only make a sincere effort to relieve the excessive overburden at 
National by using Friendship—it will be years before we need ever 
pesceedt with the construction of a third facility. Said another way, 

see no reason why we should put the cart. before the horse, or set 


about constructing a third airport before we have fully utilized our 
second, namely, Friendship. 
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DESIRE OF VOTERS KNOWN TO REPRESENTATIVES 
















In the second place, I, for one, am quite content to rely upon the 
advice of Senators Byrd and Robertson and Congressman Broyhill as 
to what their constituents really want. Certainly they should know 
better than anyone else what the registered voters of Virginia want 
‘Congress to do in such matters. ' 

Yesterday your subcommittee was told by the president of the Air 
‘Transport Association that in view of the airlines’ present investment 
in Friendship Airport, they would much prefer to make use of that 
facility rather than make an additional investment at Burke,Va. As 
I understand it the Air Transport Association’s representative then 
took the reverse position, however, that the airlines feel they could 
not promote and persuade the flying public coming into the Wash- 
ington area to use Friendship. ‘Therefore, he recommended that we 
start pouring millions of dollars into Burke. 


PREVIOUS STATEMENT CITED 
































Again we come back to the question of whether the airlines have 
ever made any sincere attempt to promote or persuade the flying public 
to use Friendship. The answer is they have not. If ever there was 
an example of preconceived, solidified, and I might say, Neanderthal 
thinking on this matter, it is found in the revealing statement made to 
your subcommittee by the director of the Bureau of Air Operations of 
the Civil Aeronautics Board, Mr. Joseph H. FitzGerald, who testified, 
and I quote: 


‘ 


However, the air carriers are of the opinion, based upon their traffic experi- 
ence, that the traveler desiring air, transportation to Washington will not make 
use of flights operated through Friendship. 

What traffic experience is he talking about? They havenone. The 
ATA representative yesterday admitted to your subcommittee that 
the airlines do not even know how many people coming into and going 
out of National Airport are destined for, or coming from, the Balti- 
more area or other surrounding areas in the metropolitan Washington 
vicinity. I submit that these astute businessmen could easily gather 


this information from the people who fly on their planes—if they 
wanted to. 


REJECTION OF BURKE REQUEST URGED 


In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I am confident that your subcommittee 
will recommend unanimously rejection of the request for the Burke 
Airport appropriation. Rejection would be justified on the single 
undisputed fact that no serious attempt has been made to comply 
with onaien Hayden’s reasonable requests. 

The more basic and important problem to the flying public, however, 
is what, if anything, will the foeeaketas of Commerce, the Civil 
Aeronautics Board, and the Air Transport Association do—octher than 
plug for Burke—in order to relieve the excessive traffic condition at 
National. 

If Congress permits them to have their own way, they will no noth- 
ing. Certainly their inaction and recalcitrance during the last 6 
months indicates that, unless compelled to do so, they will keep com- 
mercial air traffic stacked up over National Airport, 10 layers deep 
if necessary, before they will require the airlines to use Friendship. 
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STUDY OF ALTERNATIVES RECOM MENDED 


That being the case, it is my recommendation that, instead of appro- 
priating funds for constructing Burke Airport, a staff study or a 
study made. by a qualified private organization should be authorized 
for the purpose of determining what steps can and should be taken by 
the airlines in order for them to eka the various alternatives, 
including Friendship. Armed with such a study, your subcommittee 
will be in a position to lead those who up to now seem to have been 
willfully blind. 

For example, such a study should develop the possibilities of eco- 
nomic, efficient, and speedy transportation between downtown Wash- 
ington and the Friendship site. We already know that on their own 
initiative certain private interests have expressed a willingness to set 
up speedy and regular bus transportation—if only the airlines would 
cooperate by scheduling into Friendship some of the traffic presently 
being jammed into National. 

Then, too, such a study should show us whether it is feasible to 
think we can successfully persuade the Washington flying public to 
come into and depart from Wriendship. Whereas the airlines’ present 


attitude seems to be that such a promotional feat is beyond their abili- 
ties, they are being much too modest. As public-relations men, as 
promotional experts, these gentlemen have no peers—witness the fact 
that more than once they have almost succeeded in selling us Burke 
Airport. 

It is unfortunate that during the last 6 months the tail has persisted 
in trying to wag the dog. It is about time that the Senate put a stop 


to this nonsense. Your subcommittee is more than qualified to demon- 
strate to this appendage who is really boss. 


BELTSVILLE AIRPORT 


Senator Hotitanp. Thank you very much, Senator Butler. 

Do you have any personal knowledge of the Beltsville Airport ? 

Senator Butter. No, sir; I do not. I know there is a lot of traffic 
that is generated from that part of the metropolitan area that would 
much prefer to use Friendship than they would the airport at Burke, 
and when the interchange is made availsble to them 

Senator Hottanp. The thing I was referring to was the Beltsville 
Airport that was built as a defense measure, but, as we have been 
advised, not put into use and still lying there on the Agriculture 
Department’s property at Beltsville. 

Senator Butirr. No, Senator, I am not familiar with that. 

Senator Horianp. You had not given any thought to the possibility 
of equipping that to handle private planes and staff planes, and the 
like, so as to relieve the congestion at National ? 

Senator Butter. No, sir, I have not; but Iam just going from recol- 
lection, and this goes back several years. The testimony, as I recollect 
it, is that if all of those flights were diverted from National it would 
make no real difference in the air-traffic picture. I think that was the 
testimony of General Arnold im hearings that I held as a member of 
the Commerce Committee some 2 years ago. I think that was the 
testimony of General Arnold before my subcommittee. 
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Senator Hontanp. Perhaps it was. The testimony has come before 
this subcommittee this year and our full committee last year which 
indicated about that same conclusion with reference to the MATS’ 
flights; but the civil flights by private planes, staff planes, and the 
like, that come into National, represent a very much heavier volume, 
and their diversion elsewhere to some convenient spot would make a 
very great change in the picture. 

Senator Burner. Mr. Chairman, may I have your permission to 
review that testimony? And if it is broader in scope than the Chair 
seems to think it is at the moment, I will submit it for the consideration 
of the subcommittee. 


COMMUNICATION FROM MARYLAND FLYERS ASSOCIATION 


Senator Hottanp. I will appreciate that very much, The subcom- 
mittee received a wire from the Maryland Flyers Association, an or- 
ganization with which I am not familiar by the name, but they repre- 
sent themselves to be a large group of civilian fliers. 

Senator Furzer. May I ask who signed the telegram / 

Senator Hortanp. Maryland Flyers Association. 

Senator Butter. There was no individual name ? 

Senator Hottanp. No. Therefore, I thought you might be able to 
help us about that. I am not familiar with the organization. 

Senator Burier. I will try to find out something about it, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. They represetit themselves as being an organi- 
zation of civilian fliers of some size inthe Maryland area. They sug- 
gest the use temporarily or otherwise of the Beltsville Airport. 

Senator Butter. It is the first time I have ever heard of the Belts- 
ville Airport; and I have been in Friendship now for the last 3 or 4 
years, and I have never heard of the Beltsville Airport. 

Senator Hortianp. It was my first hearing of it. How about you, 
Senator Smith ? 

Senator Sairn. I saw it on the map. 

Senator HotLtanp. Senator Smith was the first who noted it. May 
I suggest that this group has not suggested its use solely for the staff 
planes and private planes but suggests it for more general use; but 
they do say it is a good airport and available, and lying as they icture 
it in the midst of a very large useful area now belonging to the U Tnited 
States, and quite close in to the District of Columbia. 

Senator Burtrr. I will make mquiry as to that association. Yes, 
sir. 

Senator Hottanp. We will be very happy to receive any informa- 
tion that you are able to furnish us in that matter. 


EXTENT OF AIRPORT AUTHORIZATION 


There is one other thing. Iam sure you recall that the authorization 
legislation to which you have referred not only was passed upon a 
premise of a 2,500-acre area somewhere in thé vicinity of Washington, 
and I believe it was not pinned down to Burke, but also upon a $14 
million cost. 

Senator Burter. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hoiuanp. Is it your view that that kind of authorization 
would support an initial appropriation of $35 million to be followed 
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by other appropriations that are now estimated to reach a total, includ- 
ing the $35 million, of $50 million to $60 million, and applicable now 
to a project which is stated to consist of 4,500 acres in fee simple plus 
some 1,900 acres of easements or other restrictions that would amount 
to cutting down development in the area by a total of 6,400 acres? 

My question is, do you think the authorization made in 1950 which 
I have already stated supports the greater effort thus grown great 
by bureaucratic forming? 

Senator Butter. No, sir; I do not and the Senator will recall the 
debate on the floor last year. One of the questions that was brought 
out tomy amazement was that there would be mile upon mile of roads 
and streets that would have to be torn up for which no provision 
whatever had been made in the original appropriation and what that 
would amount to in the future, nobody knows. You would have to re- 
locate all the roads and streets. This $35 million, it seems, would be 
only a starter and would duplicate a facility in my opinion which 
would be certainly no better than Friendship and not much more 
accessible. 

Senator Horzanp. Thank you sir. 

Senator Smrrn. Mr. Chairman, if Mr. McHugh is still in the room,, 
I would like to ask him an additional question. 


BALTIMORE ASSOCIATION OF COMMERCE 


STATEMENT OF FRANKLIN T. McHUGH, AVIATION DIRECTOR— 
Resumed 


INDUSTRY USE OF PRIVATE FLYING 


Senator Smirn. Mr. McHugh, with the great industrial activity 
around Baltimore, to what extent does industry use private flying and 
from what location? 

Mr. McHven. I do not know the exact location. We have two 
fields in Baltimore, Friendship Airport and the old Municipal Airport 
known as Harbor Field, Senator Smith, and I would say perhaps they 
are used half and half for business flying. 

Senator Smrru. They do not come into the Washington Airport? 

Mr. McHven. When they are going to Baltimore, as far as I hsiow 
they do. 

Senator Smrru. We have been told that private fliers were coming 
into the Washington Airport instead of the Baltimore Airport. 

Mr. McHoen. I believe that any of the business or private planes 
wanting to come to Baltimore will have ample use of Baltimore’s 
facilities. 

Senator Smrru. You think the local industries do use the local 
airports ? 

Mr. McHven. I have just a rough recollection of say, perhaps 20 
business concerns that have their own executive aircraft. 

Senator SmirH. And they use your own airports and do not come 
over here? 

Mr. McHvuen. No; not unless they are coming on business. 

Senator Smirxa. Thank you very much. 

Senator Hottanp. Some use Friendship and some use the old field ? 
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Mr. McHvuen. Some use the old field. There is one thing that I 
could bring up. You mentioned the Beltsville field. I happen to be 
somewhat acquainted with that field. Of course, if you are going to 
get information from Senator Butler, he will probably have con- 
siderably more. I can mention very briefly that, it was) a former 
Army Air Force field during the middle of the war but was actually 
not used by the Army. It was taken over as an outlying field for the 
Navy to Anacostia at the end of the war and used merely for practice. 
At the present time, it is, let us say, operated by the Department: of 
Agriculture. 

My talks with the State aviation commissioner have led me to 
believe that the field is practically abandoned and is in need. of repair. 
The State Aviation Commission of Maryland wants to take over the 
operation of that field from the Department of Agriculture and to turn 
it into a private and business field. At the same time they hope to 
use the facility for flight training ROTC pilots from the nearby 
University of Maryland. 

Senator Hottanp. Thank you, sir. I am sure we will have clearer 
information about the Beltsville field when Senator Butler makes his 
check on the matter. 


BoarRD OF COUNTY SUPERVISORS, FAIRFAX COUNTY, VIRGINIA 
STATEMENT OF JOSEPH H. FREEHILL, MEMBER 


IMPACT OF BURKE FACILITY ON COMMUNITY 


Senator Hotianp. I understand that Mr. Freehill was chairman of 
the Fairfax County board last year but now is a member of the board 
and not chairman, is that correct ? 

Mr. Freeny. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is Joseph H. Freehill. I am a member of the Board of 
County Supervisors of Fairfax County. I represent the Falls Church 
magisterial district, the district in which the proposed Burke Airport 
would be located. I am here representing the board of county super- 
visors officially, having been instructed by the board to appear here. 

Mr. Chairman, the questions of this committee directed on Wednes- 
day to the Government witnesses marked, in my opinion, the first time 
that any official in authority on the Federal level has shown any con- 
cern for the impact of the proposed airport on the locality in which 
it is to be placed. I certainly understand, Mr. Chairman, the frustra- 
tion that must have been yours in questioning the witnesses from the 
CAB, in your attempt to learn why the Government had not followed 
your committee’s request to make arrangements for the temporary 
use of Friendship by the air carriers. 

I feel, in looking at this record and what has transpired, Mr. Chair- 
man, that so far as relationships with the Fairfax County authorities 
are concerned, the CAA at no time—and I charge this—at no time ever 
intended to consider seriously the impact of this facility on our com- 
munity. I have heard people say with respect to the proposed Burke 
Airport, “This is inevitable.” I feel very strongly that the executive 
branch of the Federal Government, in cooperation with the air carriers 
has adopted a policy of “sit-tight” and let the pressures on Congress 
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from strong statements as to the safety of air passengers build up, with 
the hope of forcing an appropriation for the construction of an airport 
at Burke. 


STATEMENT OF CIVIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION 


I would like to read, if I may, a statement made by the Adminis- 
trator of Civil Aeronautics at the time that legislation authorizing 
the Secretary of Commerce to select an airport site was before the 
Congress. He made this statement which appears in House Report 
No. 2809 of the 81st Congress, 2d session; the report appears at pages 
100-110 of the hearings on the Second Supplemental Appropriations 
Bill, 1957, before the Senate Committee on Appropriations on H. R. 
12350, held July 16 of last year. 

This is what the Administrator had to say at that time: 

In selecting a site for the location of this new airport, this administration will 
be guided by two major factors—safety and convenience. Surveys show that 
the majority of passengers originate in the Northwest and downtown sections 
of Washington. 

If I may, I will digress from his statement for just a second to say 
that the metropolitan picture so far as this statement refers to residents 
has changed considerably since 1949 or 1950 when this statement was 
made. Today a large percentage of the people using airlines have 
moved to the suburbs both in Maryland and in Virginia. Insofar as 
it applies to the hotels in Washington, and we have heard a lot of 
testimony about the Statler Hotel being the zero. point from which 
to mark distances, I am sure that Mr. Marriott, who has just con- 
structed and opened a 370-room motor hotel near the Pentagon, would 
not agree that from here out the transient population doing business 
within Washington will necessarily patronize the hotels within the 
center of the city. 

Returning to the Administrator’s statement in the House report 
to which I have referred : 

Consequently, convenience of access from that area must be assured. We will 
also take into consideration the fact that division of air-carrier operations be- 
tween two airports will require considerable interchange of passengers and cargo. 
In this regard, I should point out that we will have the cooperation of the Bureau 
of Public Roads in improving existing highways and in constructing new ones 
to improve the accessibility of whatever site is finally selected. More important, 
however, is the need to assure safety in operations and freedom from existing 
traffic congestion. In this connection, I consider it particularly necessary that 
the legislation contain no new restriction upon the administration in the matter 
of site selection. 

I want to emphasize that. He puts all his weight on safety and 
convenience, and says to the committees of Congress : 

In this connection, I consider it particularly necessary that the legislation 
contain no new restriction upon the administration in the matter of site selection. 
No matter where the airport is ultimately located, there will be those who oppose 
the location, as well as those who favor it. We will endeavor to select the 
best site considering safety, free flow of traffic, and the public convenience. 
Additional restrictions will only serve to make our task more difficult. 


Mr. Chairman, everyone agrees that no matter where a facility such 
as this is to be placed, someone will be inconvenienced, but I suggest 
that the conclusion does not necessarily follow from that statement 
that the impact upon the area in which it is proposed to loeate the 
facility should not be a factor considered in selecting 4 site. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RESTRICTIONS ON CAA ADMINISTRATOR 


As a matter of fact, the Congress, when it passed the authorizing 
legislation, did not agree with the Administrator. The Congress m 
its wisdom did impose upon him a further restriction. I refer to See- 
tion 2 of the authorizing legislation which was passed on September 

, 1950, Public Law 762 of the 81st Congress, 2nd session, which can 
be found in the hearings to which I have heretofore referred at pages 
88 and 89. I refer specifically to the following proviso in section 2, 


which places a limitation upon the Secretary of Commerce’s authority 
to select a site: 


Provided further, That the choice of site by the Secretary shall be made only 
after consultation with the governing body in the county in which the airport 


is to be located, with respect to the suitability of the site to be selected, and its 
possible impact on the vicinity, 


APPROPRIATION FOR BURKE REQUESTED IN PAST SESSION OF CONGRESS 


Mr. Chairman, you asked a representative of the CAA on Wednes- 
day as to whether or not there had been any consultation or talks with 
the county authorities and as I recall he said not in the last couple of 
years. He was cutting corners there a little bit. He would have 
been more accurate if he had said not in the last 5 years. I think on 
further questioning he made the statement to you that they have not 

talked with the county officials because they thought i in 1952 the Burke 
airport project had died. I submit that it is very interesting and 
somewhat inconsistent that such a statement should be made by “CAA 
when in the last session of Congress an appropriation of $34 million 
was requested for the construction of an airport precisely at Burke. 


JET NOISE PROBLEM 


Mr. Lowen, who preceded Mr. Pyle as Administrator of Civil Aero- 
nautics, testified before the Senate Appropriations Committee on 
July 16,1956. His testimony favored the Burke site as did Mr. Pyle’s 
on last Wednesday. I was somewhat disturbed 3 days after those 
hearings last July to read in the Washington Evening Star the state- 
ment referred to by Mr. Reisner in which Mr. Lowen said: 


Someday we may have to receive jets at National but having them taking off 
over Washington would be intolerable for the residents. 


it is difficult for the 182,000 people in Fairfax County to under- 
stand in what respect they are any different from their brothers living 
in the city of Washington. If jets are intolerable for Washingtonians 
they are as intolerable to residents living in Fairfax. And it did not 
give the residents of our county any feeling of relief to read the other 
day the report of the Veterans’ Administration that claims for deaf- 
ness resulting from the jet age are on the increase. 


ROAD RELOCATION 


Mr. Chairman, one of the CAA representatives presented to the 
committee a map showing the roads that were to be cut off in Fairfax 
County should the airport be located at Burke. The only thing that 
I took away from that testimony was confirmation of the testimony 
that I gave to the Senate Appropriations Committee on July 16. I 
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said then that some 9: miles of roads would be cut off and that people 
to the west of the proposed airport would be left in a pocket. I asked 
what provision had been made to get them into the metropolitan area 
of Washington? At that time, Mr. Chairman, you asked Mr. Roths- 
child, Under Secretary of Commerce, who was present at the hearing, 
whether any provision had been made for relocating those roads, and 
he said “no.” I noticed that when the hearings were published there 
was an editor’s note under that statement saying that $121,000 had 
been included for the purpose of relocating roads. I do not know to 
what the $121,000 in the requested appropriation referred, but I do 
know that it is not sufficient to take care of the problem involved here. 

There is a primary road, Route No. 123, that would necessarily have 
to be relocated because it is one of the arteries that starts in Arlington 
and goes right through our county. There are 4 or 5 secondary roads 
which would also have to be relocated. Our people estimate—without 
knowing precisely what the problem is because they have never been 
consulted—that the costs for engineering, right-of-way, and construc- 
tion would amount to betwen $70,000 and $80,000 a mile. The $121,- 
000 certainly would not do the job. I do not know what is included 
in the present budget for such work. 


SITE SELECTION 


The CAA representative said that CAA would work this prob- 
lem out with the county officials. Consultation on construction prob- 
lems after the site has been selected was not the mandate that was 
laid down by Congress. The mandate of Congress was not to select 
any site until the local governing body had been consulted. 

In June of 1951 a decision was made by CAA, by the Secretary of 
Commerce, as to where the airport should be located. I contend, 
and as a legal matter I believe I could prove, that the statutory pro- 
vision requiring consultation had not been complied with by the 
Secretary. After a decision was made as to where this airport should 
be located the county board was informed of the fact and they went 
through the formality of passing a resolution to satisfy the Secre- 
tary. Two days later when they woke up as to what had happened 
that very Board unanimously passed a resolution opposing the loca- 
tion of the airport at Burke. On six subsequent occasions in the 
intervening years the Board has adopted similar resolutions opposing 
location of the airport at Burke. 


DECISION REGARDING ANDREWS AIRFIELD 


Mr. Chairman, I read that Senator Monroney referred in one of his 
statements to the fact that no project had been more studied than this 
one. He said the matter had been studied over a period of 7 years. 
I suggest that passage of time alone does not constitute study. What 
actually happened, I believe, in 1955 when the Commerce Committee 
of the Senate tried to activate this project was that the CAA dusted 
off their surveys and reports and came back with a report, “First we 
think Andrews is right and secondly we think Burke should be an 
alternative.” 

When the Commerce Committee had hearings on this subject subse- 
quent to that report one could conjecture that the purpose was to 
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knock out Andrews from consideration because the only people who 
really testified with respect: to that hearing focussed their attention 
en whether Andrews could: be used.” 

Certainly we were not invited to come in to give our views on 
whether the Burke alternative should be senened I wonder, Mr, 
Chairman, whether or not the decision ruling out Andrews is as 
firm a decision as the military ‘would like to have it. I think it 
would be helpful and enlightening if this committee examined into 
that phase of the problem as thoroughly as you have proceeded these 
past three days. 

Mr. Chairman, the Congress was wise in requiring the Secretary 
of Commerce to consult with the local authorities with respect. to 
the impact upon the locality and the suitability of any site being 
considered. 

We, on the board of county supervisors, have the tremendous 
responsibility of helping to guide the development of, and to pro- 
vide the facilities and services for, an area that is growing by leaps 
and bounds. When I appeared before the full committee on July 16 
I gave the committee some figures. Things are happening so rap- 
idly out where we live that some of those figures have already 
become outdated and I will try to bring them up to date as I 
speak to you now. 


FAIRFAX COUNTY POPULATION GROWTH 


For those of you who were not present at the July hearing, may 
I say that in Fairfax County in 1950 after Alexandria had an- 
nexed some of our area and took along with them about 11,000 of 
our residents we had a net. population in that area of a little more 
than 87,000 people, 87,557 to be exact. 

A census was taken in 1955. The population in that short span of 
5 years had grown to 167,435 people. As I sit here now, the popula- 
tion is better than 182,000. 

In order to try to help guide the growth of the county some plan- 
ning was undertaken 4 or 5 years ago. At that time it was predicted 
that the county would grow in population to 320,000. 

More recently figures have been given that estimate that the growth 
of the county will ee better than 500,000, and I would like at this time 
to present to you one of the basic problems that we have in our county. 
I would like to show you a map of our county. 

This map is divided into four parts and shows the watersheds in 
our county. The map has to do with the very important problem 
of stream pollution. 

POTOMAC RIVER BASIN 


You have heard in your sessions much about the Potomac River 
Basin. You are going to hear much more about the Potomac as a 
water supply and the need to protect it from pollution as the years 
pass and as the population of the metropolitan area grows to some 
3 million, as predicted for the future. The Potomac flows along in 
this fashion to the east of our county and comes down to the southeast 


and along the south. In guiding the growth of our county, we have 
a responsibility to protect the water supply of the people who use 
water from the Potomac, as well as of those who look to Occoquan 
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Creek for a water supply. These are the two major sources of water 
supply in our area. Looking on this map, you see the white area 
marked Roman numeral “IV.” This is an area of 86.66 square miles 
adjacent to Arlington County, that we now have sewered. This is 
the area where development is densest. Some 140,000 people live 
here. 

The area that we are talking about today, this Burke site, is located 
in this green area marked Roman numeral “III,” which is im- 
mediately west of the white area and has 106.72 square miles. 

This map shows the course that must be followed in the develop- 
ment of the county if the Potomac and Occoquan are to be protected 
as sources of water supply. This area that is already being developed, 
Roman numeral IV, drains into the Potomac below the water-supply 
intake. The area with Roman numeral III, in which the proposed 
Burke site is located, has not vet been sewered, although in the dark- 
green area marked “Accotink Creek,” to the east of Burke, we already 
have 68 subdivisions and we are pumping over the ridge into our 
sewer lines in this area No. IV. The blue area demarcated by Roman 
numeral IT, which has 98.31 square miles, drains into Occoquan Creek 
above the water supply for the city of Alexandria and the southern 
part of our county. The yellow area demarcated with a Roman 
numeral I, includes an area of 114.37 square miles and drains into the 
Potomac River above the water-supply intake. 

If we are going to do right by the metropolitan area we must con- 
centrate our development in the areas that will not affect the water 
supply. Thus, heavy development should be restricted to areas TY 
and IIT, shown on the map and this is our hope. 


BURKE SITE SUITABLE FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 


The Burke site, as you can see, is in an area which should be reserved 
for future residential development. Already such development. is 
moving toward the site from the east and from the north. 

Now, this is basic planning for us. It is long-range planning to be 
sure. But we are here discussing a project of a permanent nature, 
and one which will have far-reaching effect on our county. 

Mr. Chairman, you brought out through questioning that when this 
project was conceived there were 2.500 acres involved. It grew to 
4,500 acres, and Wednesday I heard that something like 6,400 acres 
are involved. To this can be addéd many more thousands of acres 
that will be blighted if the airport goes to Burke. This area could best 
be used to help take care of the residential needs of the prospective 
population of nearly a half-million people. 

Mr. Chairman, even though, technically, it might be said that the 
Secretary of Commerce fulfilled his commitment to consult with the 
previous board back in 1951, IT nevertheless contend that when this 
matter was reopened a second time it was incumbent upon him to 
consult with the Board for two very good reasons. One reason is 
that the contemplated character of the airport and its operation have 
since been changed. As then conceived the airport was planned for 
use by conventional propeller-type planes. Now it is certain that it 
will be a jet airport and that is the reason why they have extended 
the runways from 7.000 to 10,000 feet and need more acreage. 
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CHANGE IN CHARACTER OF AREA 


The other reason why the Secretary should have consulted with 
the Board is that the character of our county in the proximity of the 
proposed site has also changed in the intervening 514 years. 

I would like to show you another map, From this map you can see 
how the character of our area has changed since 1951. As I have 
stated, since 1950 our population has grown from 87,000 to 182,000; 
140,000. of those people live in this area here to the east and northeast of 
the Burke site. 

Our planning staff got up for me this map, which shows the pro- 
yosed airport. You will note that around the airport site two circular 
ae have been drawn. The inner line is a line that shows the distance 
from the perimeter of the airport out 3.7 miles. The little red blocks 
that you see within this area bounded by the inner circle line are sub- 
divisions already recorded, finally recorded, and the green are subdi- 
visions for which preliminary plats have been filed. 

You will see that some of these subdivisions within a mile to the 
east of the site and others are in the approach zones to the proposed 
north-south runways. I may say that inspection of this area now 
would be somewhat misleading, because construction has not been com- 
menced on some of these recorded subdivisions. 

I have had the staff put this second line outside of this 3.7 mile line 
to indicate where the population is to the north and to the east of the 
site. It goes about 4 miles or a little better from the airport. Some 
18,000 people are now living within that area. 


FAIRFAX COUNTY SCHOOL SITUATION 


I would like to show you one more map because we are tremendously 
concerned about our school situation in Fairfax County. Here I have 
to revise the figures that I gave the full committee on July 16 of last 
year. Isaid at that time that in 1951 when a decision was made to put 
this airport at Burke there were in the area within 5 miles of the air- 
port. 3,343 schoolchildren, that in the county as a whole at that time 
we had 16,163 schoolchildren. In June of 1956, just before I appeared 
before the Senate committee, we had 8,100 schoolchildren within that 
5-mile area and for the entire county 33,685. Now, in January 1957, 
as I appear before you I have to revise those figures because in the 
5-mile area we now have 9,459 schoolchildren and instead of 33,000 
for the entire county we have nearly 40,000 in school. 

I showed projected figures for 1958 wher it. was-said this airport 
might be completed. Those figures showed that there would be 
14,500 sdlicektchdlaeen in this particular area and 44,000 in the county 
as a whole by 1958. You can see that those estimates are completely 
off. The school authorities advise me that by 1965 in our county 
we will be educating 84,000 children. 


SCHOOLHOUSE LOCATION 


On this map that I have here, and I am not sure that the light is 
good enough for you to see, the schoolhouses are spotted. As we 
understand the airlanes will be north and south and directly:north 
we-have 1, 2,.3, 4, 5,.6..schools inthis particular area. -.We*shave-in 
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a 5-mile radius 20 schools‘and there is a parochial school of several 
hundred in the area and another parochial school up in the north that 
will be constructed in the near future. 

Senator Smiru. There are not any schools in the land that is avail- 
able for the airport are there ? 

Mr. Freeniii. Well, that is a question I am not quite sure of because 
the school at Burke which is now housing 316 children is right on 
the line. It is either within or just outside of the airport line as they 
demarcate it. It may be that this school may be entirely wiped out 
but if it is not it is right up to the boundary. 

One, two, three, four, five, six sites that I am pointing to now that 
are within 3 miles to the east of this proposed airport are sites that 
the school authorities have either selected or are negotiating because 
of the projected needs for additional schools. 

Our county has planned so that we have a high school and 6 or 7 
elementary schools feeding intoit. Here, right to the north is Fairfax 
High School that shows on this map with 1,584 students. That 
would be about 20,000 feet north of the airport. 


SCHOOLS LISTED 


If I might, Mr. Chairman, I would like to read very quickly inte 
the record these schools, their locations and the number of students. 
As I understand, most of the planes will come in from the south and 
Lorton is 22,000 feet from the airport to the southeast and has 350 
students. 

Garfield is 22,000 feet, has 810. 

Crestwood, 20,000 feet, has 664. 

North Springfield, 18,000 feet, is just being completed. There are 
374 children that are now in other buildings and when this opens 
within a short time they will be assigned there. The Annandale High 
School, which is 20,000 feet, has 1,634 students. 

Woodburn, which is 5 miles away and right on the 5-mile area, 
has 431. 

Annandale Elementary, which is 26,000 feet, has 693. 
tn Wakefield Forest School has 442 students and is 15,000 feet 

istant. 

Layton Hall, which is north of the airport 18,000 feet, has 380 
students. 

Fairfax Elementary School, 16,000 feet, has 628. 

Eleven Oakes, which is 14,000 feet directly north, has 197. 

Fairfax High School, which is 20,000 feet, has 1,584. 

Westmore, which is 19,000 feet, has 574. 

Clifton, which is 18,000 feet, has 168. 

Fairview, which is 5,000 feet, has 214. 

And Burke, which is right on the edge, has 316, for a total of 9,459. 

In addition to that, the Springfield High’ School. which is here to 
the east, 26,000 feet, is on the planning board and will serve this par- 
ticular area. " 

The Bristow, which is another school, is 16,000 feet, is on the draw- 
ing boards, and Germantown, which is 24,000 feet and is north,,is in 
the process of construction: wo. . 

Now, you asked some questions the other day, Mr. Chairman, of Mr. 
Rolfs concerning the university. **! | 
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EFFECT ON UNIVERSITY 


Senator Horzanp. What I stated was that I had a resolution from 
an organization in Springfield. The resolution will have to speak for 
itself. They said they were 414 miles from the airport and had lost 
their chance to get a branch division of the University of Virginia on 
the stated reason that they were too close to the airport. 

Mr. Freenity. Well, the proposal that had been made by an advis- 
ory committee of the University of Virginia was to place it about 
where my finger is which is about 3 miles perhaps northeast of the 
es on the Ravensworth tract which has some historical back- 

round, 
. Senator HoLtianp. How close is that to Springfield ? 

Mr. Freeniy. I would say 24% miles. Springfield is southeast. but 
the university was to serve all of northern Virginia, Alexandria, 
Arlington, and Fairfax, our dense population is here, 140,000. A sub- 
committee of the board of visitors of the University of Virginia turned 
down this site and gave two reasons. One of the major reasons was 
the possibility of an airport being at Burke. 

Senator STENNIS. What was the other reason ? 

Mr. Freeniii. The other one was that they thought it ought to be 
out in an area where there could be more land. In this area 75 acres 
was given with the option to purchase another 150 and the struggle 
of the people in the area is whether it should be a day school that these 
people can attend. It was to be a 2-year school. Out here they main- 
tained it would be a dormitory school. That was the other ground. 

Senator Stennis. Point out Alexandria again, on that map. 

Mr. Freenity. Alexandria does not show on this map. 

Senator Stennis. Show it approximately. 

Mr. Freeniiy. It is down in this area over here. 

Senator Stennis. It is farther east. 

Mr. Freeniy. Yes. 

Senator Stennis. Thank you. 

Senator Hotzanp. If I understand the map, the southeast part of 
your county actually fronts on the Potomac at Mount Vernon. 

Mr. Freentiy. That is right. 

Senator Hotzanp. But Alexandria is farther north and may be a 
little bit farther east than Mount Vernon is. 

Mr. Freeniuy. That is right. 

Mr, Chairman, I pointed out to you how the character of our county 
has changed and I have shown you on the maps that the development 
is pressing from the east and from the north in the general direction of 
this particular site. 

I would like to confirm what your office staff has indicated to you, 
Mr. Chairman, concerning the highways. 


COMMUNICATION FROM SPRINGFIELD CIVIC ASSOCIATION 


Senator Hottanp. Will you hesitate for,just a moment? , This is a 
communication that I had from the Springfield Civic Association and 
rather than attempt to quote it by memory, I am. going to ask if we 
may put this in the record at this point. Tl 
for itself. 


1e Communication speaks 
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(The communication referred to follows :) 


SPRINGFIELD CIvIC ASSOCIATION, 
Springfield, Va., January 15, 1957. 
Hon. SpessArp L. HoLiaNnn, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR HOLLAND: We understand a Senate Appropriations Subcom- 
mittee, of which you are chairman, will hold hearings Wednesday, January 16, 
concerning airport facilities for the Washington metropolitan area. 

The Springfield, Va. Civic Association has discussed this proposed Burke Air- 
port several times and we have had the benefit of both lay and expert view- 
points on both sides of the issue. Our association is on record as opposed to the 
proposed airport at Burke. Senators Byrd and Robertson, and Representative 
Joel T. Broyhill of our district have been so advised. 

We are primarily concerned with the potential noise nuisance above and within 
4% miles of our residential community, with the accompanying adverse effect 
on property values. 

The citizens of the area have been working diligently to encourage location 
near Springfield of a northern Virginia branch of the University of Virginia. 
The major objection raised to locating the institution near Springfield is the 
prospect of a commercial airport at Burke. 

We appreciate the need for better airport facilities to serve Washington, and 
were Burke the only site or solution available, our opposition would be far less 
adamant. But we believe that in Friendship International there is an alternative. 

If at some future hearing your subcommittee would like us to present our 
views, we should be happy to cooperate. 

We shall appreciate it if this letter is made a part of your subcommittee’s 
record. 

Sincerely, 
JOSEPH WHEELER, President. 


SHIRLEY HIGHWAY TRAFFIC 


Mr. Freeniti. Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer three photos. 
These were taken on Shirley Highway at rush hour showing inbound 
traffic into Washington at 7: 30a. m., on March 30, 1956. This is at the 
route 7 overpass. Here is a picture taken 15 minutes later, approxi- 
mately 1 mile nearer Washington. 

I might say with respect to this factor that one of the most trouble- 
some things that we have concerning traffic pertains to Shirley High- 
way. Shirley Highway passes through Fairfax County, Alexandria, 
and Arlington County and we are pressed by our residents—I know 
I was, as chairman, and I still am—pressed as to whether there isn’t 
something that the county authorities can do to alleviate the conges- 
tion going to and from Washington on that particular highway. 

Senator Smirn. Is that only as to highways or does that include 
bridge congestion also? 

Mr. Freenimn. Bridge conditions are certainly involved. We defi- 
nitely need bridges over the Potomac. 

It has been said at times that if you could get a road leading into 
Shirley Highway then you would have no problem. “This would be a 
good place to locate an airport site because you have a nice, wide 
highway.” 

Shirley Highway needs to be widened if it is going to be continued 
to be used. It has reached its saturation point. It no longer can be 
considered as the express highway that we would like to think it is, 

Mr. Chairman, I have not heard here mentioned, and I do not 
know whether your committee can go into the technical matter or 
not; but we are not, of course; in‘a position to’: know what the techni- 
éalitiés are. I have indicated- to you'that ‘Congress has said’ that 
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consultation should have been had with Fairfax County as to the 
impact upon the community. I have showed you how the character- 
istics of the community have changed. I think that it was incumbent 
upon the CAA to consult with us when this was re-raised a year or 
so ago. 

JET AIRPORT NOT CONSIDERED IN 1951 


I also think that the character of the airport, as a jet airport, is 
not the type of airport that was conceived of in 1951. 

I have been chastised by some of the proponents who live out there 
because on July 16 I said to the full committee that it was my under- 
standing that with jet propulsion the planes would be faster and 
heavier and, therefore, the landing and takeoffs would be flatter, and, 
with the shallower angle, the affected area would be much greater 
than with propeller-type airplanes. ; 

What the actual experts say on that, your committee, I am sure, 
will be able to resolve. 


COMMISSION NOT CONSULTED ON AIRPORT SUITABILITY 


One of the other factors that Congress said we should be consulted 
on was the suitability of the airport. And I think suitability includes 
the question of safety to residents on the ground because these planes 
are going to fly over our residences. There is some talk in terms of; 
the danger area at Dahlgren and Quantico, and that planes would 
come in, most of them, from the south up that corridor. There was 
also some talk that, in terms of those planes that had to land from 
the north, there could not be dual stacking and there would be some 
interference in the use of National Airport and this one. 

IT am advised—and I don’t know how accurate it is, but, because 
jet planes travel at high speeds, I am advised that in stacking the 
circles are necessarily larger. Does this mean that there might be 
some congestion in the air from stacking with respect to the two 
airports? 

1 don’t know whether you will go into this aspect or not, but I 
suggest it to you. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity on behalf of the Board 
to be able to come before you and to make this statement on behalf 
of our county. 

I want to close by reiterating as strongly as I can that I do charge 
the executive branch with not having carried out the mandate of the 
Congress in consulting with the local authorities as to the selection 
of this site. 

I think this is one factor that they completely disregarded, and it 
‘s a factor that I do not think they should have disregarded. 

Senator Hotianp, Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Hotianp. All right, sir. Please continue. 

Mr. Freeninn. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to leave with 
you some photographs of the various areas. You have referred sev- 
eral times to the Springfield area, which is 4 miles east here. This 
gives you some idea of the density of the population there and of 
the Annandale area, for whatever these may be worth to the 
committee. 
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I would just like to explain, Mr, Chairman, why the 3.7 miles 
from the perimeter of the airport was taken. 

It is on the basis of information—and it has been fragmentary— 
as to what an airport would do to real-estate values around the area. 

We were interested from the point of view of how much of our 
county is going to be blighted. 

You have the Miramar situation at San Diego, Calif.—and I under- 
stand that that was a military airport—where the FHA refused to 
make any loans within an area of 3.7 miles from the perimeter. This 
would involve about 48,000 acres in our county. 


CONSIDERABLE AREA AFFECTED 


I understand from testimony that a civil airport is different from 
a military airport and that the impact on the community from a civil 
jet-propelled airport may not be as great as from a jet military 
airport. What the facts are I do not know. I could not say precisely 
what area would be blighted. But a considerable portion of the 
area surrounding the airport, from a mortgage point of view, would 
be adversely affected. 

Senator Hottanp. Are you the gentleman that testified before us 
last year stating that you ran a short while before and were elected 
by a substantial majority of the people, making, at the time, your 
principal issue—and, if not that, one of your principal issues—opposi- 
tion to the construction of Burke Airport. 

Mr. Freenty. I am the gentleman who testified, Mr. Chairman. 
I was elected from this district in November 1955. The Burke Air- 
port was an issue. I wouldn’t say that it was any more major than 
many of the other issues. But I did take a stand in opposition to 
the airport at that time, and I was elected. 

Senator Hottanp. What was the vote? 

Mr. Freeniiy. It was twenty-six-hundred-and-something to twelve- 
hundred-and-something. 

Senator Hotianp. Did your opponent favor the construction of 
the airport? 

Mr. Freeniy. I don’t think that my opponent favored the con- 
struction of the airport. 

Senator Hotianp. Then people did not have a chance to vote for 
anybody that favored the airport? 

Mr. Freent. I think that is an accurate statement. 

Senator Hotianp. All right. Thank you. 

Mr. Freentui. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Hillis Lory, who is the chairman 
of our school board, is here, and I wonder if I could introduce him 
to the committee. He might have just a word to say. 

Senator Hottanp. We will be glad to hear very briefly from Mr. 
Lory. We do have quite a list of witnesses, although his name does 
not appear. 
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Farrrax County Scuoor Boarp, Farrrax, VA. 


STATEMENT OF HILLIS LORY, CHAIRMAN 
EFFECT OF AIRPORT ON SCHOOLS 


Mr. Lory. I will not take more than 1 minute. 

As chairman of the School Board of Fairfax County all I would care 
to say at this time would be to corroborate the statements that Mr. 
Freehill has made with respect to the adverse effect that this airport 
will have upon our schools within the areas close to the airport. 

We are very much concerned because these planes fly at a rather 
low altitude and it distracts the attention of the students and the 
teachers. 

We have a rapidly growing school system, and we have quite a 
number of sites that have been selected close to the airport where 
we had hoped to put additional schools. If that airport comes in it 
means revising our plans. 

We have a tremendous program in Fairfax. A $22 million bond 
issue was floated a year ago, and we do have a tremendous building 
program. If that airport comes in it means that we will have to revise 
a considerable portion of our plans for taking care of the education of 
the children of Fairfax County within the area as affected by low- 
flying planes. 

That is all I have to say. 

Senator Hotianp. That is beside and in addition to the visiting 
of adverse effects upon a considerable number of schools already 
standing. 

Mr. Lory. That is correct, sir. 


ATTITUDE OF SCHOOL BOARD 


Senator Hotianp. What is the attitude of your school board as to 
sate or not they back the attitude of the supervisors in opposing 
this? 

Mr. Lory. I will say this: 

The previous school board of which I was a member voted unani- 
mously to oppose the Burke Airport. Then we had a new school board 
come on the Ist of February. There were really 6 out of 7 of the 
school board. And as yet we have not taken any official action. 

Senator Hotianp. You are chairman of the board ? 

Mr. Lory. I am chairman of the school board, and I am speaking 
as chairman of the school board. 

Senator Hotitanp. But not based upon official action ? 

Mr. Lory. Not based upon an official action of the present board. 

I can say that the Fairfax School Board, of a prior date, of which 
I was a member, voted to oppose the airport. 

Senator Hotianp. Do you have any reason to believe that they 
have changed their minds? 

Mr. Lory. We have not taken official steps, 

I can say this, that the majority of our members oppose this air- 
port. There are two, I believe, that did not want to enter into the 
controversy. And for that reason, of keeping more or less a unanimity 
of feeling, we did not take an official action although I would not 
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hesitate to approach that board at any date and ask them to do so. 

Senator Hotianp. Are there any questions? 

Senator Smrru. No. 

Senator Srennis. No. 

Senator Hortianp. All right, the next name that I have is Mrs, 
Moreland. 

Mr. Reisner. Mr. Chairman, Mrs. Moreland is en route, but is not 
here as yet. 
’ May she testify later this afternoon? 

Senator Horzanp. Yes. 

The next witness is Mr. A. MacGregor Ayer. 

I understand he is not here at this moment. We will go to the next 
one. 

Mr. Harold A. Stone. 

Mr. Stone. I am here. 

Senator Hotianp. All right, Mr. Stone. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD A. STONE 
AIRPLANE NOISE PROBLEM 


Mr. Stone. My name is Harold A. Stone. I appear here as a home- 
owner near the National Airport, and as a property owner near the 
Burke Airport. 

In 1949 my family was very much disturbed because of the noise 
and the hazard of airplanes from the National Airport over our house. 
We decided to move away from it, and we bought a piece of land in 
Fairfax, planning to build a new home. 

Just before we were ready to let a contract, the Government 
announced the purchase of and the building of an airport at Burke. 

Our property at Burke is roughly 1 mile directly north of the Burke 
Airport, with the result that all of the ships coming in from the 
north or landing from the north would go right over our house. 

In dismay and perplexity, we gave up our relocation for our home. 
We are still in South Arlington about 1 mile directly east of the 
National Airport, This is to the side of the main north-south runway. 

We have made many records of airplane noises at our house. We 
have kept, you might say, a log, day after day, days and night, of the 
airplane noises that we hear. In summer these noises run something 
tike this: 

We hear an airplane every 224 minutes, day and night, 24 hours 
a day, year in and year out. 

Every 7 minutes we hear a plane that makes a noise that is loud, 
very loud, or piercing—noises that are penetrating, noises that inter- 
fere, noises that are intrusive, the kind of noises that scare the chil- 
dren out of bed. The noises stop conversation. They interrupt con- 
versation over the telephone. They make life miserable. 

It appears many times that airplanes seem to come right square 
into our bedroom. 

Senator Hotianp. Is that the reason you bought the place at Burke? 
To get away from that? 

Mr. Stone. That is one of the principal reasons why we bought the 
place at Burke before we ever heard of the Burke Airport. 

Senator Hottanp. What is your profession or occupation ¢ 
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Mr. Stone. I am a management engineer with the Army. 

Senator Srennis. Before you go further, how far did you 'say you 
were from this north-south runway ? 

Mr. Stone. Approximately a‘mile. It may be slightly more than 
a mile as the crow flies from the airport. 

Airplanes fly over our house so low that we can see the movement 
of the treetops from the backwash of the propellers. 

The airplanes fly at any height at any time and without any, you 
might say, civilian control from the standpoint of governing the 
safety of the people below. 

Let me go to a friend’s house who lives in South Alexandria about 
314 miles below the National Airport. This house is very close to 
the approach zone. In fact, the planes almost go over the house. That 
is 314 miles below the airport. 

The noise there is so great that you cannot sit on the porch in the 
summertime and carry on a conversation. The people har had _ to 
air-condition their homes to close off the noise in order to live 
comfortably. 

This 314 miles is considerably farther away from the airport than 
the airport approach zones which the Doolittle Commission recom- 
mended be a part of the airport. 

In order to gage the damage and the hazard and the effect of the 
airport at Burke on the surrounding. people and on my property, 
should we ever build there, we had to guess at how this airport would 
be built. The Civil Aeronautics Authority has been very chary with 
the information which they. have given us. 


BURKE AIRPORT AS. PLANNED 


The dark area on this map [pointing] represents the area of the 
Burke Airport as planned several years ago. I have drawn 2 parallel 
runways of 10,000 feet in length north and south, and one 8,000 
foot east and west, as has been reported. At each end of the ranways 
are clear areas of a half mile in gs and a thousand feet in width, 
according to the design of the Doolittle Commission. Opposite these 
clear ways are fan-shaped areas at each end of the airport that are 
1000 feet wide at the narrow side and 6,000 feet at the far side, each 
fan-shaped area 2 miles long. 

The total length, therefore, of, you might say, the airport facilities 
that are needed is very close to 7 miles. That is the design of the 
Doolittle Commission. 

It was testified here the other day by the Civil Aeronautics Author- 
ity that they were following the Doolittle Commission design. And 
then they gave the dimensions. But the dimensions are considerably 
smaller than those that I have here.’ The fan-shaped areas, I think, 
as I recall, were only «a mile and a half rather than 2 miles. And some 
of the other dimensions, I believe, were also smaller. 

What I have here, I hope to prove, is a very conservative estimate 
of the area that is needed by jet aircraft for a proper airport. 

At.our house we hear very objectionable noises that come directly 
from the airport. We hear the testing of the engines and the warming 
up of the engines that run for prolonged periods of time—not just for 
short periods but for 10, 15, 20,30 miutes ata stretch.. And it appears 
that this comes mainly at night when one tries to sleep. 
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And those noises are just as acute as the noise of the airplanes that 
come right over our house. 


ADDITIONAL LAND NEEDED TO PROTECT HOUSEOWNERS 


Therefore, I suggest that we need, in addition to these approach 
areas, to have an area at least a mile and a half in radius from the 
center of the airport that should be owned by the airport to protect 
the people therein from the noises that come right from the center of 
the airport itself. 

These approach areas are reasonable in size and most of them are 
outside of the area to be purchased for the airport proper and would 
constitute about 7.7 square miles. A circle of a mile and a half in 
radius around the airport would add about another 114 square miles 
to the area to be purchased, or about 9 more square miles in addition 
to the 7 that the Civil Aeronautics Authority has planned to buy; 
7 and 9 make 16 square miles altogether. This seems to me to be a 
very conservative estimate of the amount of land that should be owned 
outright in order to protect the property owners and citizens of the 
area. But even that isn’t enough. 

Senator Hotianp. Just a moment. 

You are speaking about protection from the noises now prevailing 
with propeller-driven airplanes, are you not? 

Mr. Stoner. The design which I have followed here from the Doo- 
sa Commission report was designed both for propeller and jet 
ships. 

And, incidentally, the Doolittle Commission report says, in regard 
to these fan-shaped areas, that they should be carefully controlled or 
owned. And on page 36 of their report they say this: 

Should contain no schools, hospitals, churches, or other places of public assem- 
bly, no buildings tall enough to constitute flight-path obstruction. Use of the 
land should be restricted for agricultural purposes * * *. 

And then they go on to say that, in effect, the land really ought to 
owned outright by the airport. 

T did not buy my land for agricultural purposes. I am not a farmer. 
I have no interest in farming. Furthermore, the price I paid for it 
was way beyond the price paid for agricultural purposes. 

It was testified here yesterday that jet aircraft would have noise no 
greater than some of the conventional piston-type aircraft. It was 
also testified that these jet aircraft were to have a decibel rating of 
about 100 or more at a distance of 30,000 feet. That is a little better 
than 5 miles. 

It was also testified by engineers here yesterday that a decibel rating 
of 87 was the difference between tolerable and intolerable noise. 

Putting these two bits of testimony together we find that for a dis- 
tance of 5 miles we are going to have a decibel rating from the jet 
aircraft exceeding the acceptable rating. 

It was also testified that as jet aircraft got farther away the noise 
would come down to about a 90-decibel rating for a distance of 75,000 
feet, which is very close to 15 miles. So the area of damage where 
we get noise above the acceptable rate runs anywhere from 5 to 13 
miles, according to the testimony that was brought in yesterday. 

Senator Hottanp. Testimony by whom? 

Mr. Stone. One of the engineers of the CAA and General Arnold. 
Those are the two I am quoting. 
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And yet the distances that are here, according to the Doolittle Com- 
mission report and the design that I have made, have distances nothing 
like as great. And that is why this area seems to be extremely con- 
servative and yet is nothing like as much as the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration plans to buy in order to protect people on the ground. 


AREA OF ACCIDENTS 


The Doolittle Commission report goes on to say that 29 percent of 
the accidents range outside of these fan-shaped areas near and around 
en causing damage or loss of life and accident to people. 


0, again, these approach areas are very conservatively drawn from 
the accident standpoint. 


Senator Hotianp. Just a moment. 

Would that mean that the converse is true, that 73 percent of the 
accidents—— 

Mr. Stonz. Are within that fan-shaped area. 

Senator Hottanp. Are within the field or within the cones of the 
— and departure fans that you have mentioned? 

Mr. Stonr. That is the way I understand their report because they 
had plotted these accidents over a period of years for their report. 


JET PLANES ON ORDER 


There are now 437 jet planes on order. There is listed here in a 
little booklet called Air Travel Comes of Age, Public Affairs Pamphlet 
No. 114-A, dated October 1956——— 

Senator Hottanp. By whom? 

Mr. Stone. The author is John Stuart. 

And the public affairs pamphlets are pamphlets that are put out 
by a committee, the total membership of which is listed here, on many 
public issues of various kinds. 

This pamphlet shows, on page 7, the airlines and the manufacturers 
and the numbers of airplanes that are now on order concerning jets. 
There are 437 with a total value of $1,500 million. 

Yesterday I think General Arnold said that the value of the orders 
ran $1,700 million or $200 million more than this report. 

This goes to show that we are going to be covered with pespianes in 
place of piston-type planes as time goes along. And yet the design of 
the Civil Aeronautics Administration Burke Airport is considerably 
less in scope than the one that I have here or the one that the Doolittle 
Commission recommends. 

Senator Hottanp. Is it not also fair to assume that, with an invest- 
ment as large as that in those planes, every possible program to use 
them and to make the investment profitable will be utilized? 

Mr. Stoner. I should think it would be reasonable to make that as- 
sumption. But I am not too sure that experience warrants it because 
I come down to my second point which to me is astonishing. 

The Civil Aeronautics Administration has no authority, no legal 
authority to control the noise of airplanes as it affects the people on 
the ground or the safety of the people on the ground. The primary 
purpose of the Civil Aeronautics Authority is to protect the safety 
of the ship and its passengers. 
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Now I have a letter here from the Civil Aeronautics Authority on 
that point, and I would like to quote from it. 

This letter is in regard to an exchange of correspondence that. sey- 
eral of us in Arlington have had, complaining about noise from the 
National Airport. 

This letter is dated November 6, 1956, and is signed by R. F. Fender, 
Chief, Irregular Operations Branch of the Civil Aeronautics Ad- 
ministration, and I am quoting: 


* * * the Civil Air Regulations established by the Civil Aeronautics Board 
are designed to provide safety in air commerce and in so doing prescribe the 
minimum altitude that aircraft may fly over congested areas; except when 
descending from or climbing to prescribed altitudes during landing on, or takeoff 
from, an airport. The pertinent. regulations are quoted for your information. 

*$ 60.17. Minimum safe altitudes. Except when necessary for takeoff or land- 
ing, no person shall operate an aircraft below the following altitudes: * * * 

“(b) Over congested areas. Over the congested.area of cities, towns, or settle- 
ments, or over an open air assembly of persons, an altitude of 1,000 feet above 
the highest obstacle within a horizontal radius of 2,000 feet from the air- 
craft * * *” 


Now he goes on to say in the next paragraph, and again I quote: 


The extent of the Civil Aeronautics Administration’s responsibility is neces- 
sarily limited to the content of these regulations. The Civil Air Regulations do 
not recognize the noise problem; thus, we have no enforcement powers over the 
noise nuisance aspects of aircraft operations. 


RESONSIBILITY OF CAA IN NOISE ABATEMENT 


Senator Hotzanp. You mean that letter from the CAA states what 


you have just quoted, that they have no authority or responsibility in 
connection with the enforcement of noise protection for people on 
the ground ? 

Mr. Srone. I will reread it. 


The Civil Air Regulations do not recognize the noise problem: thus, we have 
no enforcement powers over the noise nuisance aspects of aircraft operations. 

In fact, Mr. Chairman, the matter is worse than that. I have 
spoken to CAA authorities orally and I have written them. I have 
copies of my letters here, in which I have said that not one single pilot 
has been chastised, had his license revoked, has been fined or repri- 
manded for flying low over the metropolitan areas of Arlington and 
the surreunding vicinity. ; 

And the reason why that statement has never been refuted by them 
is because they haven’t any authority to deal with the subject. 

Senator Horianp. Have you offered that letter for the record in 
toto? 

Mr. Stone. I will be glad to do so. 

I want to use this later on for recommending some legislation to my 
Congressman in order to get some police powers back into this thing. 
Is there some way I might have it back again later on? 

Senator Hottanp. We will take a photostat and return the original. 

Mr. Srone. Fine. I will be happy to put it in the record. 
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(The letter referred to follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
Crviz AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington 25, November 6, 1956. 
Mr. Harorp A, Strong, 
Arlington 2, Va. 

Dear Mr. Stone: This is in reply to your letter of November 4, 1956, in which 
you refer to our letter of October 19, 1956, to Mrs. Lillie Rebold, concerning the 
aircraft noise problem in the vicinity of the Washington National Airport. 

As mentioned in our letter to Mrs. Rebold, the Civil Air Regulations, estab- 
lished by the Civil Aeronautics Board, are designed to provide safety in air 
commerce and in so doing presé¢ribe the minimum altitude that aircraft may 
fly over congested areas, except when descending from or climbing to prescribed 
altitudes during landing. on, or takeoff from, an airport. The pertinent regula- 
tions are quoted for your information: 

“$60.17 Minimum safe altitudes. Except when necessary for takeoff or landing, 
no person shall operate an aircraft below the following altitudes: * * * 

“(b) Over congested areas. Over the congested area of cities, towns or settle- 
ments, or over an open-air assembly of persons, an altitude of 1,000 feet above the 
highest. obstacle within a horizontal radius of 2,000 feet from the aircraft * * *” 

The extent of the Civil Aeronautics Administration’s responsibility is neces- 
sarily limited to the content of these regulations. The Civil Air Regulations do 
not recognize the noise problem; thus, we have no enforcement powers over the 
noise nuisance aspects of aircraft operations. 

Our present-day large, high-horsepowered aircraft, which often create the im- 
pression that they are lower than they are, generate considerable disturbing noise. 
Unfortunately, the location of your residence, in close proximity of the airport, 
receives the full force of the noise of aircraft in the traffic pattern and, as you 
point out, the noise of aircraft on the ground at the airport. 

Though the Civil Air Regulations do not regulate against aircraft noise, we 
have in the past and will continue in the future to work with the aviation in- 
dustry in a coordinated noise abatement program which we hope will, in time, 
have appreciable results. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. F. Fenper, 
Chief, Irregular Operations Branch. 


ARLINGTON 2, VA., November 4, 1956. 
Mr. R. F.. FENDER, 
Chief, Irregular Operations Branch, Civil Aeronautics Administration, 
Department of Commerce, Washington 25, D. C. 


DEAR Mr. FENDER: Mrs. Stone, delegate to the Virginia Legislature, has shown 
me a copy of your letter of October 19, 1956, to Mrs. Lillie Rebold of Arlington 
concerning her complaint of aircraft noise. Mrs. Stone and I have a keen 
interest in this problem for our house is about a mile west of the National 
Airport and thus receives the full force of the noise generated there. 

In the third paragraph of your letter mention is made that “flight over 
congested areas is necessary but is conducted at or above the minimum altitude 
* * *” Forther on the fifth paragraph states “that aircraft-shall climb to at 
least 1,200 feet * * * before making turns * * *.” We know that it is not easy 
to measure the height of an airplane as it passes over one’s house, but using 
the Washington Monument as a gage, we have seen hundreds of planes go over 
our house during the past years at elevations near or less than the height of 
this monument. It is 550 feet high. Low-flying aircraft pass over our house 
so frequently that it would be safe to say that it occurs daily. Moreover it 
seems to happen on clear, windless days when other aircraft are not in sight. 

We have made many logs over many days of aircraft noise heard at our house. 
On the average a plane is heard every 224 minutes day and night. About one- 
third of these planes make loud, very loud, or piercing noises every 7 minutes on 
the average. All of these are highly objectionable. The other two-thirds make 
faint, or moderate noises which make up a background rumble heard almost 
continuously. 

Not all the noise comes from aircraft flying over the house. A large part of 
it comes from the airport itself. The warming up and testing of the engines is 
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especially annoying for the noise is heard continuously over a long stretch of 
time. The noise at takeoff often sounds as though the plane is in our house. 
Time and time again we have been kept awake at night due to these noises 
direct from the airport. 

We are glad to hear that the Government is striving to reduce this nuisance 
and we wish you success. We offer two suggestions which may help: 

1. Prosecute the pilots for violation. We understand that no pilot has ever 
been punished for low fiving over Arlington. We invite you to sit on our terrace 
at any time of day or night to observe the violations of the 1,200-foot ceiling. 
We are at a complete loss as to how you arrive at the last conclusion in paragraph 
6 of your letter. 

2. Install noise arresters at the airport. This suggestion is amplified on 
pages 45-47 of the Report of the President’s Airport Commission of 1952. If 
man can make an airplane fly 1,000 miles an hour, he certainly can find a way 
to muffle the noise made during warming up and testing. 

Very sincerely, 
Harortp A. STONE. 
AIRPLANE CONTROL 


Mr. Stone. Pilots have also told me, as I discussed this matter with 
them, that only their own conscience and the rules and regulations, 
you might say, of their own companies are the things that keep them, 
if at all, from flying low over residential areas. In fact, pilots have 
told me that once they are in the air they are the sole masters of their 
ships, and they can sail anywhere they want according to their own 
estimates of the safety for the ship. 

Senator Hotianp. There I would like to ask this question: 

Does that observation on lack of control also apply to commercial 
airliners that are carrying passengers which are under the jurisdiction 
of the CAB? 

Mr. Srone. That is what I am talking about. I am talking about 
American Airlines, Capital Airlines, Northwest—all of them. 

Senator Hottanp. Your statement, though, was as to CAA. Are 
there any regulatory powers in CAB applicable to that branch of 
the aviation industry that is under their jurisdiction at least on the 
question of routes and rates and things of that kind? Do they have 
jurisdiction over this question ? 

Mr. Sronr. I do not know. I was under the impression that CAA 
was the agency that acted as the policeman, so to speak, in regulating 
pilots. They are the ones that you make complaints to. 


CAB CONTROL REGULATIONS 


Senator Hotzianp. I am going to request the staff to secure a clear 
statement as to what the situation is. 

The clerk now tells me that he understands that the CAB does 
prescribe certain regulations, but the CAA is the enforcing agency. 
And if the clerk finds a different situation from that I wish he would 
insert it in the record with appropriate notations as to what the cor- 
responding responsibilities in this field of CAA and CAB may be. 

Mr. Stone. Fine. 

(The matter referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT ON THE AUTHORITY AND RESPONSIBILITY OF FEDERAL AGENCIES TO 
DEAL WirH ArrcrArtT NoIsE PROBLEMS AND Errorts Mape to HanpLe Com- 
PLANTS REGARDING NOISE 


1. REGULATORY BACKGROUND 


The Civil Aeronautics Board promulgates the civil air regulations and the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration implements and enforces them. However, there 
is no regulation pertaining to noise as created by civil aircraft. 
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2. EFFORTS MADE TO LESSEN NOISE COMPLAINTS 


All efforts to reduce the number of complaints are accomplished on a mutual- 
participation basis between the Civil Aeronautics Administration, the airport 
management, the operators, and the pilots. At some of the main air terminals 


there have been organized specialty groups to handle complaints resulting from 
aircraft noises. 

All steps possible, consistent with safety, which, of course, has to come first, 
are taken into consideration in trying to alleviate noise complaints. Some of 
these are directing the inbound and outbound traffic along rivers, railroad yards, 
commercial areas, parkways, etc. Another item used is to establish on an air- 
port a preferential runway (a runway that lends its operation to the least number 
of noise complaints). To aid in directing pilots along some of these paths, the 
CAA has installed in the New York area a permanent vertical beacon in the 
“meadows” so that aircraft going into and from LaGuardia at night can turn 
toward this beacon, thereby minimizing flights over residential areas. For the 
Washington area, there is at present a vertical beacon being installed on Key 
Bridge so that aircraft taking off to the northwest or coming in to land south 
will have a definite guide to assure their flying over the river. 

It should be remembered that the setting up and following of these traffic 
routes is voluntary on the part of the pilots. In some eases, it prolongs the 
flight which makes additional expense to the operators, but they are willing to 
cooperate to this extent. 

As a matter of interest ,we have noticed that complaints increase during the 
summertime, when windows are open and noises can filter into the houses, as 
against the wintertime, when noises are kept out by the houses being closed. We 
also find that a great many complaints come from elderly or retired people who 
have more time on their hands and fewer noisy distractions in the home, such as 
children, loud televisions, radios, etc. 


Senator Hottanp. All right, proceed. 

Mr. Stone. I know that sometime ago the city of Alexandria took 
great interest in this matter and tried to reduce the noise hazard and 
the effect of noise over that city. And, frankly, they didn’t get very 
far. They did get a promise of straightening out some of the approach- 
ing flight patterns so that now most of the ships go up and down the 
river. That was the only accomplishment that they had. But so far 
as suppressing noise and roe noise arresters on the planes and 
putting noise arresters and protectors at the airport itself, as recom- 
mended by the Doolittle Commission, nothing has been done. I don’t 
know why. 

I mentioned a moment ago something about the testing and the 
running up of airport engines at the airport. According to the Doo- 
little Commission, that can be suppressed. Mufllers can be put on at 
that time. Baffles can also be erected at the airport in order to direct 
the noise upward and, thus, protect the surrounding property. That 
has not been done. 

Senator Hotzanp. There is, of course, no river in the case of the 
Burke Airport proposed site as there is on the Potomac both upstream 
and downstream affecting the National Airport. 

Mr. Stone. That is right. 

Senator Hottanp, All right, proceed. 


AIRSPACE CROWDING 


Mr. Stone. Point No. 3 has to do with the crowding of the airspace. 
There has been some testimony on that that to me is very conflicting 
and perplexing. Mr. Freehill mentioned it just a moment ago. 

The air regulation, as I understand it—and this may not be a regu- 
lation but, rather, a policy—is that airports should not be closer to- 
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gether than some 16 miles in order to provide maneuvering space above 
the airport. 

We have 4 airports already in the vicinity that are much closer to- 
gether than the 16 miles. Burke is only about 12 or 13 miles away. 

Senator Hotitanp. Away from National. 

Mr. Stone. Away from National; that is right. 

With the protected areas to the south and with the three areas in the 
city of Washington over which ships cannot fly, the space begins to 
get pretty limited. And with jets coming in at high speed requiring 
a larger maneuvering area than-the lower- speed engines, it reduces 
agam 1 the capacity of the airspace above the airports. 

What I am afraid of as a taxpayer is that should the Burke Airport 
be built we will find that it cannot be used to capacity and that it will 
have only limited uses in that respect. Not only that—— 

Senator Hotianp. Or, if it cannot be used to capacity, that its 
existence where it is will prevent National from being used to capacity. 

Mr. Sronz. That is right. The effect is on one or on the other. 

It has even been testified here that the F riendship Airport is suffi- 
ciently close to Andrews to affect the flight. patterns between those two 
places. And yet they are a much greater distance apart than the 
16 miles. 

The point of my testimony is that it seems to me, if the taxpayers are 
going to sink some $50 million into Burke, they had better be sure 
they are going to get an efficient airport both at National and at Burke 
considering this location problem. And there are about 7 or 8 other 
smaller airports in the vicinity which add to the traffic congestion 
in the air ee which seems to me needs to be recognized. 


QUESTION OF ENCOURAGEMENT TO INDUSTRY 


My fourth point deals with some recommendations that were made 
here yesterday in regard to favoring of the Burke Airport because it 
would bring industry. 

That perplexes me a great deal. Of course, we want industry, the 
proper kinds of industry in Arlington and Fairfax and other places, 
but not industry that would affect our homes adversely. 

I would like to look a little further into this matter of an airport 
bringing industry. 

lt airports bring industry why hasn’t National Airport brought 
industry ? 

I am sure Mr. Cafritz would be glad to sell the quite large acreage 
of land close to the National Airport where the land is now vacant. 

Go down to Hampton Roads where the airport sets out in the middle 
of a cornfield and not even a hot dog stand has been built there from 
the standpoint of industry. 

Why isn’t there building of industry all around Friendship? Why 
isn’t the unused land at Newark Airport. being used for industry? 
And so on. 

Perhaps around a new airport we may find a little industry that 
comes in. But I am just wondering if that is not overly optimistic 
thinking when you begin to look at airports realistically throughout 
the country. 
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It seems to me that airports need to be close enough so that people 
can get to them for travel, but far enough away so that they do not 
cause damage and hazard. 


SUPPORT OF BURKE BY SURROUNDING COMMUNITIES 


My fifth point has to do with why some of the saranda commu- 
nities have voted in favor of Burke. I thmk that has a sumple answer 
as expressed by the people from Georgetown here yesterday. They 
would like Burke because they don’t want airplanes in their own front 
yard. They would like to push them away. 

The Arlington Board of Supervisors several years ago passed a 
resolution in favor of Burke. And I talked with them about it after- 
ward and asked why. They said: 

Well, because we think it will divert traffie from Arlington and will help free 


Arlington from the noise nuisance. We don’t want another airport in Arlington. 
Therefore, let somebody else have it. ' 


BURKE AIRPORT ZONING 


My sixth point deals with zoning. 

The Doolittle Commission recommends zoning in order to control 
areas at either end of the runway. The CAA recommends zoning 
at the Burke Airport. And that bothers me a great deal, and I submit 
to your committee that maybe that needs to be looked into. 

The famous Euclid Village case that established zoning as an in- 
strument for controling the use of land years ago was developed on 
the basis that it would protect property from encroachment of unde- 
sirable neighbors, and protect a homeowner from having a commer- 
cial establishment or a glue factory or some other obnoxious neighbor 
coming in beside him. Now we reverse the use of zoning. Here we 
find an obnoxious neighbor coming in, and zoning residential land 
to protect the obnoxious neighbor so that we won't build a flagpole 
or some other high structure that would handicap or interfere with the 
operation of the airport. That means that zoning reduces the value 
of otherwise highly valued land, land for home purposes, and that 
‘sauses, it seems to me, a damage or a depreciation of the land that 
is so zoned. That depreciation ought to be paid for by the users of 
the airport or the airlines rather than the property owners that are 
adjacent. 


RECOMMENDATIONS 


I come now to my recommendations. The first recommendation is 
to abandon Burke and adopt the first recommendation of the Civil 
Aeronautics Authority in its report on A Supplemental Airport for 
Washington, namely, Andrews. That recommendation was for joint 
use of Andrews between military and civilian craft. And that was 
objected to. 

But why do we need a large military base right square, almost in 
the center of Washington for military purposes? Certainly it can’t 
be for defense purposes because that airport would probably defend 
Philadelphia or Baltimore or Richmond or some other distant place. 

I think as I have talked with military friends of mine that Amiens 
is a very convenient airport for the Air Force, for their Reserve officers 
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to get from the Pentagon down there to take their reserve flying every 
month, as they have to do to keep up their pilot’s license. 

Would it not be better to put that military establishment at some 
distance and use this airport for commercial purposes and for the use 
of the citizens of the community rather than to permit the military 
to use it? 

I would make that as my first recommendation. 

My second is that if Andrews, for some reason or other, cannot be 
used, that again we abandon Burke and go to Friendship. There have 
been tremendous arguments, it seems to me, already presented here for 
doing that. I will just repeat two of them. 

One is that it would save the taxpayer some $50 million by doing so. 
And the second point is that it would provide large areas of metro- 
politan Washington much shorter travel distance rather than longer 
travel distances to get to the airport by going to Friendship than it 
would to Burke. 

This morning Shirley Highway, Highway No. 1, Memorial Bridge 
and the 14th Street Bridge were backed up for better than an hour’s 
traffic delay. That happens quite frequently. 

New roads are being built from the Friendship side into Washing- 
ton. There has been very little discussion of the expanding of Shir- 
ley Highway or No. 1 Highway on the Virginia side. 

Elapsed time between Burke and Washington and Friendship and 
Washington is rapidly changing places, and very soon it may take 
longer to get to Washington from Burke than from Friendship. 

Recommendation No. 3 is that if Andrews can’t be used and Friend- 
ship can’t be used, that we still abandon Burke and go farther out 
into the country where land is cheaper, where fewer people will be 
harmed, where cross-country jet ships can land without interfering 
with short-haul traffic and start all over again with an airport. 

Four. If none of these 3 suggestions are acceptable, and Burke is 
the only one that remains and must be had, then, in addition to the 7 
square miles of area that have been already proposed for the purchase 
of the Burke air site, that 7.7 more square miles be purchased for the 
approach zones, and another 114 square miles be purchased in order 
to get an area of 3 miles in diameter around the airport owned by 
the airnort itself. If this is done, then some compensation should be 
granted to Fairfax County for taking so much land off the tax rolls 
and out of the revenue system of that county. 

I make these recommendations in order that the people who run 
the airplane companies and who ride on airplanes will pay for the cost 
rather than saddling this cost on the adjacent property owners. It 
seems to me an unfair and undemocratic and not an American way of 
depriving people of their homes in order that aircraft companies can 
fly their ships and people can ride these ships without paying the 
full freight. 

I appreciate, Mr. Chairman, that you and your committee have a 
very tough problem—almost as tough as Solomon had in the Biblical 
story—in trying to figure out what is the best thing to do in the interest 
of all the people. We single property owners who are unorganized 
have to look to the Congress for our protection. There is no execu- 
tive agency that is interested in protecting us. The executive agencies 
are interested in the airline companies and not in the property owners. 
That has been shown here time and time again. 
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Thank you. 
Senator Hotzanp. Thank you, sir. 

I understand that Mrs. Moreland has now come in. 
Mrs. Moreland, we will be glad to hear you. 


OPPOSITION TO BURKE AIRPORT 


STATEMENT OF MRS. GEORGE C. MORELAND, FALLS CHURCH, VA. 


EFFECT OF FLIGHTS ON HOME OWNERS 











Mrs. Morenanp. Mr. Chairman, I am Mrs. George C. Moreland. 
I live in Fairfax County, 925 Oakwood Drive, Barcroft Hills, Falls 
Church, Va. 

I have neither a portfolio nor a prepared statement. I am here 
strictly for personal reasons in the hope that the pursuit of happiness 
is going to be allowed me. 

On this proposition of building an airport within 5 miles of my 
home I won’t even consider jets, and I don’t want the commercial 
planes because the ones that now fly that are supposed to go up and 
down the river do not go up and down the river. They fly over the 
house, the windows shake, the house shakes, it tears up your TV, you 
can’t hear yourself on the telephone, and it is a miserable existence. 
And we moved to Virginia from the District just to get away from 
that. 

The gentleman before me spoke of these weekend reserve pilots. 
Well, I happen to have lived in southeast Washington, and they rolled 
the wheels off the apartment building roof. They would fly through 
the kitchen, through the living room and what-have-you. So I moved 
out to Virginia where I thought it was going to be quiet, and now 
these people want to put an airport out there. 

I suggest that the ones who are so adamantly advocating this have 
some ulterior motive. I don’t know who is going to profit by it, but 
I would like to know. Certainly not the residents of the county. 

Last spring there was a full-page ad in the Evening Star by this 
association which, I believe, is headed by Mr. Henry J. Rolfs. And 
among the things that they pointed out there were these two points: 
that there would be no noise from the jet planes, and that the residents 
would get a reduction in taxes. 

Well, the very next day there appeared in the Evening Star a small 
article about the fact that the representatives of the manufacturers of 
aircraft had a meeting here in Washington and they said they could 
not take the noise out of jets. And on the tax question I have yet to 
know when the Federal Government pays tax. 

If the Federal Government takes land away somebody has to make 
up that loss in money to the State of Virginia, and naturally it would 
be the property owners. 

I think that if the truth in this had been advertised as greatly as 
the nonfacts there would be more residents just like I am here to 
protest. 

I think perhaps all of these points have been covered about noise 
and the decrease in property values and the increase in tax burden and 
the congested airlanes. 

If the airlanes are now so crowded over National that it is a danger- 
ous thing for one of them to take off why do they still want to send 
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them over the same loop? Why don’t they send them over to Friend- 
ship and let them go some other way ? 

And this utter disregard for the golden rule of love thy neighbor 
as thyself and do unto others as you would have them do unto you. 
1 was astonished when I read this Col. William E. Shepherd testimony 
yesterday. He didn’t want the noise. So give it to Burke. Send 
the evil to Virginia so the Georgetown people can have a little relief. 

Well, when we bought in Virginia we didn’t buy for propaganda 
purposes. We made an investment in a home that we could enjoy. 

This same Mr. Henry J. Rolfs has a piece of property with a house 
not very far from me. But he is listed at that address as the Rolfs 
Construction Co. and as a builder. His legitimate residence is listed 
as Arlington Towers. 

Then yester day I happened to hear—I don’t know who the gentle- 
man was, but he said he represented some 20,000 people in Fairfax 
County which included teen-agers. Well, the current estimated popu- 
lation which was taken by the school board is 183 000. So his 20,000 
is only 10.92 percent, including teen-agers, which covers a good number 
of years. And I do not think that should be considered. 


PAYMENT OF TAXES 


T certainly do appreciate the opportunity of being heard because, 
as a homeowner, I am bitterly opposed to this proposed Burke Airport 
not, only for myself as a taxpay er but when Government funds are 
going to be expended that is going to affect every taxpayer. 

Of course, the Virginia taxpayers are going to be hit the hardest 
because we are going to have an increase in our taxes for the property 
taken away so the State of Virginia can continue to operate, but we 
also pay Federal taxes. And when Federal taxes are expended it 
affects every citizen of the United States. 

So why can’t this money be spent for schools or something that it is 
really needed for, and we can use the facilities that are already 
available. 

Senator Hottanp. One question, Mrs. Moreland. 

Are you employed or are you just a housewife ? 

Mrs. Moretanp. I am employed. 

Senator Hornanp. Where are you employed and in what capacity ? 

Mrs. Moretanp. I am with Congressman Hull from Missouri. 

Senator HoLtianp. Do you havea family ? 

Mrs. Moretanp. No, sir; I do not. I have a husband. 

Senator Hottanp. Thank you for coming to testify. 

Mr. Harold K. Howe. 


OPPOSITION TO BURKE AIRPORT 
STATEMENT OF HAROLD K. HOWE 


BACKGROUND OF WITNESS 


Mr. Howe. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Your capacity and patience 
is almost unbelievable. 

Senator Hotianp. Go ahead, sir. 

Mr. Howe. A short identification. 

My name is Harold K. Howe, and I am an employee in my 28th 
continuous year of La Salle Steel Co., of Chicago. I am also currently 
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employed as a Washington representative of the American Institute 
of Laundering, which is a national trade association for the power 
laundry industry, as manager of their Washington office for the past 
12 years. I also am executive secretary of the ‘Lawnmower Institute, 
which is a national trade association for the lawnmower manufacturers. 

My interest in the Burke problem stems from the fact that in 1942 
I moved into the Burke area, and I presently own a residence on a 
tract of land of 295 acres, 260 of which are in the site and 35 of which 
are outside of the site. The Southern Railroad runs right through 
my property and thereby divides it. The 35 acres on the north or west 
side of the railroad are not in the site, and the rest of it is. The house 
is on the part that is in the site. 

I think I could qualify myself as a student of the Burke Airport 
project, having been chairman of the Burke Airport Relocation Com- 
mittee which preceded Mr. Reisner’s committee, and which has been 
absorbed by his committee; having been president of the Burke Civic 
Association, and having been named chairman. of the Committee to 
Fight the Burke Airport at a mass meeting of the citizens in the Burke 
Volunteer Fire Department on the day on which the acquisition 
notices or the declaration of taking notices were posted in our post 
office. 

PREVIOUS STATEMENTS BY CAPTAIN RICKENBACKER 


It has been a long, hard fight. I think I am the only man in the 
United States who has read every single word of public record since 
the question of an airport for the city of Washington and its area 
has been before the Congress of the United States. I have some most 
interesting and humorous things dug out of the President’s Airport 
Commission back in 1937, statements by Capt. Eddie Rickenbacker, 
for example, carried into the record and published in the Washington 
newspapers, that if we went as far as Gravely Point, Eastern Airlines 
would go out of the short-haul business to New York, and that all mod- 
ern aviation could possibly use was a runway of 5,000 feet, and that 
would take care of them for the foreseeable future. 

If Capt. Eddie Rickenbacker could be as wrong in those days, cer- 
tainly our people today, who are trying to adapt again 1960 and 1975 
problems to a 1950 site selection, are equally wrong. 

I just want to be helpful to the committee. I was going to keep 
quiet. If Mr. Rolfs had not brought my name in by reference I 
wouldn’t even have spoken. But there are some questions you have 
asked and things on which I would like to help. 

In the first place, you have asked where the 2,500 acres was first 
documented. 

Here it is. 

ACREAGE INVOLVED 


Mr. Rentzel, then Administrator of Civil Aeronautics, testified on 
page 92 of the hearings before the subcommittee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, House of Representatives, on H. R. 7241, on page 
92, in answer to a question by Mr. Beckworth, which said: 

In your opinion, how many acres would this finally involve? 

That is the new proposed airport. 


87317—57——16 
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Mr. Rentzel said: 
Possibly 2,500. 


There is your 2,500 figure. 

Actually the 2,500 figure stems from 1937 when the then Airport 
Commission appointed by President Roosevelt selected a site at Camp 
Springs which is now Andrews Air Force Base. At that time the Air- 
line Pilots Association testified that there was no other site in the 
whole Washington area that was as good for a civilian airport as the 
Andrews Air Force site. That has been a personal conviction of Mr. 
Sinclair Weeks. I think that colors the Civil Aeronautics recommen- 
dations, who, as a group below the Secretary’s office, have always 
plugged for Burke. 

You have asked a question about the turkeys being disturbed. I 
will show you where that airport is. 

On this map, Mr. Chairman, here is the area. Here is the airport 
that ismentioned. There are two strips. 

To give you a little better idea in perspective 

Senator Hotianp. This is Beltsville findicating] ? 

Mr. Howe. This is Beltsville. 

Senator Hotuanp. Where is College Park? 

Mr. Howe. College Park is up in here somewhere. 

Here is Hyattsville and College Park. 

Senator HoLttanp. Here is College Park. 

Mr. Howe. Here is a little better, small map. This is the city of 
Baltimore, and here is the city of Washington. Here is the new 
parkway, and here is the Beltsville track. There are 12,000 acres in 
there. 

In 1951 and 1952 when I testified before the House Committee on 
Appropriations we called attention to this as one of our recommen- 
dations. 

I am sorry that Senator Smith is not here, because she was inter- 
ested in that. 

I would be very glad to turn those maps over to the committee. I 
don’t think you need to put them in the record unless you care to. 

Senator Hottanp. Judging from this map, there are no substantial 
buildings located anywhere near that existing Beltsville Airport. 

Mr. Howe. No, sir. There are 12,000 acres owned by the Govern- 
ment. There is very little there except on the other side of route 1. 

In this little map you can see where some of the administration 
buildings are over in this little place over in here. 

Senator Hotianp. Allright, sir. Thank you. 





JOINT USE AIRPORTS 


Mr. Hower. Another document that might be of interest to the com- 
mittee in their studies—and I am sure they are going to give it study— 
is a list of all of the airports in the United States that are presently in 
joint use, that are used jointly by the military and by the cities or the 
civilian population. I don’t ask that this be put in the record, but you 
can have it for the use of the committee. It is an up-to-date list. 

Senator Hortianp. Thank you. We are glad to have it for infor- 
mation. 

Mr. Hower. The question was asked how far is O’Hare Field from 
the Loop in Chicago: It is 26 miles according to this ad in a paper. 
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During the course of the problems.we have had with the Burke 
Airport, General Doolittle and Dr. Hunsaker spent an entire day at 
my house. Many of the members of our committee were present at 
that time, and this was during the period when they were acting as 
the President’s Airport Commission and prior to the publication of 
the Doolittle report. It was sometime between February 12, when 
they were instructed to proceed with the work, and the May date of 
publication. 

We spent a great deal of time discussing the problems, and Dr. 
Hunsaker and General Doolittle were very interested in the very 
peculiar terrain that we have in the Burke area. 

Senator Hotianp. Just a moment. 

These exhibits will be filed for the information of the committee, 
but not made a part of the record. 

Mr. Howe. It is not necessary as far as I am concerned. 

My house is 386 feet above sea level, and I am right in the middle 
of the north-south runway. Within less than 300 yards it is 250 feet 
above sea level. 

Senator Honianp. In which direction? Toward the airport or 
away from it? 

Mr. Howe. Continuing along the direction of the north-south run- 
way. 

Senator Hontanp. Past your house or toward the airport? 

Mr. Hower. No. My house is in the middle of it, sir. Maine is 
right smack in the middle of the runway. Let me give you another 
map. 

Geneter Ho.tianp. I understand. Your house is on that part of 
the tract which is just northwest of the Southern Railroad, and all 
the rest of your tract except that 35 acres in which your house stands 
is on the other side. 

Mr. Hower. No. My house stands on the 260 acres, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Oh, it does. 

Mr. Howe. The 35 acres are unimproved, part farmland and part 
very good hunting. We have squirrels and birds in there. 

Sentor Hottanp. The question I am trying to get at is: Is the 
slope away from your house down toward the airport or up toward 
the airport ? 

ELEVATION OF AIRPORT 


Mr. Howe. It is right straight along the north-south runway. In 
other words, they have to fill that in. If they are gomg to have a 
runway 350 feet high they are not going to have enough land to push 
around to build it~ up that high. They have to put it up on stilts 
because it isn’t possible to build it on that particular terrain. There 
are too many deep holes. And, on top of that, it is not a plateau as 
previously testified because if you will consider the school points 
that have been mentioned by Mr. Freehill as to their locations near 
the airport and the elevations, the Burke School is 350 feet. ‘That 
is the elevation at which they propose to put the airport. The Fair- 
view School is 440 feet, W ake Forest is 400 feet, Fairfax Elementary 
is 430, and here is one 275, and here is 400 at Westmore. Here is 
450 feet at Germantown. 

Sir, the land around the airport is higher than the airport site they 
are talking about. This idea of it being on an elevated plateau is 
utterly ridiculous. It is not so. 
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At the time the site was selected we were very, very much disturbed 
and a committee was appointed and we managed to secure a copy of 
the site selection report. This'site selection report at that time was 
signed by Mr. Howell who testified here the other day. He had just 
been brought in from Mr. Truman’s home town of Independence, Mo. 
to handle the matter. He had only been employed by the Civil 
Aeronautics in Washington for a very short time. And there were 
very grave misgivings on the part of the project engineer as written 
down in that site selection report as to the qualifications of the Burke 
site. 

On the question of the Dahlgren area, the Airspace Coordinating 
Committee has never yet resolved the problems, and the Navy has 
never relinquished its air rights over some of that area. In the re- 
port itself they stated they had never had any geological reports 
from the United States Geological Survey. The Coast and Geodetic 
Survey was asked on June 21 to make the first aerial survey of that 
plot. And that was more than a week after the site was publicly 
announced. They had never made any survey. And an aerial survey 
made in the month of June is not worth anything, Senator, because 
the trees are in full bloom and you cannot see property lines, you 
cannot see creeks, and sometimes you can’t even see houses. 

The Coast and Geodetic Survey were very bitterly disturbed be- 
cause they had to go to the expense of making aerial photographs in 
the middle of the summer. 

There were any number of things they had not done. 

In order not to make this too long, I am going to jump around, if I 
may have your permission. 


PUBLIC RELATIONS EFFORTS REGARDING FRIENDSHIP 


You asked Mr. Tipton what public relations efforts the airlines have 
made to sell Friendship. During this period—not recently but dur- 
ing the active period—I had my secretary call every one of the major 
airlines in Washington every day for 10 solid days. I made a call at 
every one of the offices every day for 10 solid days, and we asked for 
reservations to points from Washington-Friendship International 
Airport. Invariably the reply was “We don’t understand what you 
mean. We don’t know what you mean.” 

And then we would say “You have heard of Friendship Airport, 
haven’t you?” 
= a. We don’t know anything about Friendship Airport. Where 
is that ¢ 


And I would say “It is up here in Maryland and much more con- 
venient.” 

They would say “Oh, you mean Baltimore. We don’t know any- 
thing about that. We have some very nice flights from Washington 
we would like to talk to you about.” 

_ That went on for every day for 10 days and we never got 1 coopera- 
tive answer from a single solitary clerk. I went personally, and my 
secretary called every day. We did it for 10 days and never got one 
bit of selling that looked like anything. t 
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For the committee’s use—and this is going to come up inasmuch 
as you are the Appropriations Committee—here is a map of the site 
in color with the parcels of land which have been taken already by 
the Government, The site is large. But these are the sites that have 
been taken. 

I don’t know what they were trying to do, but there is very little 
contiguous taking. They have botched up the whole area and you 
certainly couldn’t do anything else with it. You couldn’t even find 
a satisfactory site for the University of Virginia on the ground the 
Government has already taken. They are apparently trying to take 
the small homeowner out of here. They took practically all of the 
little fellows out first. 


LAND ACQUISITION 


Senator Hotianp. Was this under a condemnation suit or volun- 
tary purchase? 

Mr. Hower. No. A condemnation suit. by the Department of Jus- 
tice in the Federal court. 

Senator Hottanp. All in one suit? 

Mr. Howe. This is what happened. There was a declaration of 
taking involving the entire 4,520. acres, 4,200 of which are in the site 
and 320 acres in the connecting highway area. The declaration of 
taking covered the entire area. Then ‘the appraisals were made. 
After the appraisals were made and the titles checked the Government 
then put up with the Federal court in Alexandria a certain amount 
of funds against a list of property owners. And these were the prop- 
erty owners that were selected, and the funds were listed against those 
particular ones. The day the money was put up by the Federal Gov- 
ernment that was the day the title passed. 

Of the 64 people whose property was taken by that action, 45 of 
them gave in. The rest of them elected to fight. Some of them 
went to suit and some of them finally settled. 

We finally had a board of commissioners or whatever they call them 
to settle the value on the last remaining 8 or 9 pieces, 

Senator Hottanp. Your point is that the ones that were taken in 
that suit are spotted around over the whole area. 

Mr. Hower. Just to mess the whole thing up. You can’t do any- 
thing with what they took or what is left. 

I think I have mentioned before—maybe I haven’t to this com- 
mittee—that when this project was originally considered the Senate 
reported this bill out without any hearings, without any public hear- 
ings at all. It was passed by the Senate without’ having any public 
hearings and only after the Senate passed the enabling legislation did 
the House hold 4 days of hearings. The House subsequently passed 
the legislation. It isa little bit unusual. 

I think one of the other points that this committee might be inter- 
ested in is that, I understand, the Armed Services Committees of both 
the House and the Senate have recently approved a Navy project for 
some $15 million to—and this is their sustification—-“Protect the lives 
and property,” to acquire easements over some 21,000 additional acres 
around the existing Grumman Airport at Calverton near Bethpage, 
Long Island. The existing airport, with approximately 10,000-foot 
runways, covers some 4,500 acres, and the easements to be acquired, 
which have already been approved by the Senate and House Armed 
Services Committees, cover an additional 21,000 acres. 
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So when they talk about 4,500 and then another 1,900—if the Navy 
knows what it is doing and the House Armed Services and Senate 
Armed Services Committees are willing to give them the money—we 
are not going to finish up with any 6,400 acres, Senator. We are 
going to have to have a lot more. 


LAND REQUESTED FOR JET TESTING 


I also understand—and you can ask the armed services themselves 
for verification because I can’t get it—that both the Navy and Air 
Force have been requesting strips for testing jets. They are asking 
for strips 3 to 4 miles wide and 7 miles long. Now that is somewhere 
between 21 and 28 square miles. It is either 13,440 acres or almost 
18,000 acres. Iknowthatistrue. But I don’t think those authoriza- 
tions have come up to a point where the committees have been asked 
to authorize them. 

I told you that I am in my 28th year in the steel business. My 
specialty is metallurgy. And my activity has been with guided mis- 
siles, jets, and steel for those types of planes. 


JET NOISE SUPPRESSORS 


From my steel experience I have some very grave doubts, Senator, 
that suitable metals have, as yet, been developed to handle the problem 
of suppressors, noise suppressors for jets. 

May I suggest that the committee contact the Navy Department, 
which I am sure is exploring the possibilities of noise suppression and 
would have some opinion on the developments to date as noise is a 
much more significant problem with the Navy than it is with the Air 
Force since Navy planes take off from a very small area—the carrier 
itself—rather than the large land area. 

You have had opinions from the Air Force. You have mentioned 
that several times in these hearings. I suggest the committee check 
with the Navy. I am sure they will have something on that, too. 

I also feel, as has been mentioned by previous witnesses, that the 
angle of rise and technicalities of that sort, which are necessary for 
certification, do not necessarily represent common practice when the 
plane is finally put into practice. 


RELATED CORRESPONDENCE 


Senator Hortanp. At this time, since you have mentioned my cor- 
respondence with the Air Force, I would like to mention certain mat- 
ters concerning that. 

First, I have the petition of the Labadies, husband and wife, against 
the United States, in the United States Court of Claims, Case No. 
306-56, and, second, the answer of the United States to that petition 
covering several points, but particularly claiming the advantage of 
the statute of limitations by reason of the fact that the plaintiffs did 
not bring their suit before the jet planes were started to be used. 

Third, there is a letter to me from Maj. Gen. Joe W. Kelly, Director, 
Legislative Liaison, Department of the Air Force, dated January 9, 
containing the position of the Air Force on this question. 

I ask that those be included in the record at this time. 
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(The material referred to follows :) 


JULY 18, 1956 
IN THE UNITED STATES Court or CLAIMS 


Docket Number 306-56 
Amant J. Labadie and Anna F. Labadie, Plaintiffs, v. the United States, Defendant 


PETITION 


Come now Amant J. Labadie and Anna F. Labadie, his wife, plaintiffs, by and 
through their attorneys undersigned, and sue the United States, defendant, and 
allege as follows: 

I. That the plaintiffs are residents of the State of Florida and are owners of 
the fee simple title in the following-described property, lying, being and situate 
in Hillsborough County, Florida: 

The South Two Hundred Twenty (220) feet of the East Three and one-half 
(3%) acres of the Southwest Quarter (SW) of the Northeast Quarter (NB4) 
of the Northwest Quarter (NW%) of Section Fifteen (15), Township Thirty 
(30) South, Range Eighteen (18), East, also less the Bast Fifty-two (52) feet 
of the South One Hundred Forty (140) feet thereof, and Lots Seventeen (17), 
Highteen (18) and Nineteen (19) of REVISED MAP OF ALLERTON PARK 
SUBDIVISION, according to map or plat thereof, as recorded in Plat Book 
Fourteen (14), on page Thirty-eight (38), in the Office of the Clerk of the Circuit 
Court of Hillsborough County, Florida. 

II. The plaintiffs purchased Lots Seventeen (17), Eighteen (18) and Nineteen 
(19) of the above-described property from L. B. Farrior and Frances M. Farrior, 
husband ind wife, by warranty deed dated August 1, 1950, recorded in Deed 
Book One Thousand Five Hundred Eighty-nine (1589), on Page Five Hundred 
Ninety-one (591), on August 31, 1950, in the Office of the Clerk of the Circuit 
Court of Hillsborough County, Florida. A two-story frame building is located 
on Lot Highteen (18) of the said property. 

III. Lots Seventeen (17), Bighteen (18) and Nineteen (19) of said property 
are subject to a mortgage lien executed by plaintiffs in favor of Frances M. 
Farrior in the sum of Three Thousand One Hundred Seventy-nine and 10/100 
Dollars ($3,179.10) as of July 1, 1956, said mortgage being dated August 1, 1950, 
and recorded in Mortgage Book Eight Hundred Eighty-four (884), on page Four 
Hundred One (401) on August 31, 1950, in the Office of the Clerk of the Circuit 
Court of Hillsborough County, Florida. 

IV. The plaintiffs acquired the West Seventy-eight (78) feet of the South 
Two Hundred Twenty (220) feet of the above-described property from Lorenzo 
H. Crow, a single person, by warranty deed dated December 9, 1950, recorded 
in Deed Book One Thousand Six Hundred Four (1604), on Page One Hundred 
Seventy-nine (179), on December 9, 1950, in the Office of the Clerk of the 
Circuit Court of Hillsborough County, Florida, and the plaintiffs acquired the 
balance of the South Two Hundred Twenty (220) Feet of the said property less 
the East Fifty-two (52) Feet of the South One Hundred Forty (140) feet of the 
property, from L. H. Crow, widower, by fee simple deed, dated January 21, 1952, 
recorded in Deed Book One Thousand Six Hundred Sixty-nine (1669), on Page 
Two Hundred Eighty-two (282), on February 22, 1952, in the Office of the Clerk 
of the Circuit Court of Hillsborough County, Florida. All of the South Two 
Hundred Twenty (220) Feet of the above-described property is unimproved. 

Vv. On the above-described property are the following improvements, a two- 
story frame dwelling house with asbestos siding, with two baths, five bedrooms, 
hot and cold water, two-car cement block garage with shower and dressing 
room, two screened porches 8’ x 11’ and 7’ x 12’ respectively, a Summer house 
separated from the main dwelling house, 3’’ deep well, and an underground 
sprinkling system. 

VI. The plaintiffs and five children moved into the dwelling house on the 
said premises on or about August 13, 1950. Two other children were born 
to the plaintiffs while they were residing at the present location. 

VII. The plaintiffs’ property and two-story dwelling house is situated approxi- 
mately Six Thousand Six Hundred Fifty Feet (6,650’) from the North end of the 
Northeast-Southwest runway at MacDill Air Force Base, Florida. The Air Base 
is approximately ten (10) miles Southwest of the City of Tampa, Florida. 
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VIII, That when the plaintiffs and their family moved into the said house on 
the date set out above, the MacDill Air Force Base was only flying propeller- 
driven aircraft. 

IX. That on or about October 24, 1951, over a year after the plaintiffs moved 
into their home, the MacDill Air Force Base acquired many giant six-jet B47 
Stratojet Bombers for use at the Air Base. 

X. Immediately after the giant six-jet B-47 Bombers were put into flying use 
at MacDill Air Force Base the noise and vibration from the afterburners and 
the terrific noise from the thrust of the said military aircraft taking off on regu- 
lar flights on the Northeast-Southwest runway over the plaintiffs’ property at 
low altitude made the plaintiffs’ property uninhabitable for normal living. 

XI. Because MacDill Air Force Base has extended the said Northeast-South- 
west runway, all of the plaintiffs’ property is in the approach zone for aircraft 
landing on the said runway. 

XII. On many occasions when the military jet bombers would take off they 
would make so much noise and cause so much vibration that the plaintiffs and 
their entire family felt excruciating pains in their heads. In 1954 the plaster 
in the front room of the plaintiffs’ home fell as the result of the constant vibration 
and jarring of their home by the B-47 Jet Bombers taking off at low altitudes 
over their home. 

XIII. On many occasions too numerous to set out in detail, the B-47 Jet 
Bombers would fly so close to their two-story home in either taking off or 
landing that the Jet planes would barely miss the tall pine trees behind the 
plaintiffs’ property. On one occasion shortly after the Jet Bombers came to the 
MacDill Air Force Base one of the Jet Bombers while landing, sprayed oil all 
over the plaintiffs’ house, garage and family washing which was hanging in 
their yard to dry. 

XIV. That as a direct result of the constant and continuous vibration from 
the Jet Bombers the plaintiffs’ home, which has been periodically improved since 
the initial purchase by the plaintiffs, it has begun to show cracks in the wall 
from the strain and vibration of these Jet Bombers flying so low over the 
plaintiffs’ home, and also because of the force and thrust put out by the heavy 
loaded Jet Bombers when taking off on the said runway. 

XV. Further, the continuous noise and vibration of the Jet Bombers have 
caused the plaintiffs’ nerves to be upset and their health impaired. 

XVI. That on many occasions too numerous to mention, these heavily loaded 
Jet Bombers would take off during all hours of the nighttime upon long flights, 
and because of the extra heavy load carried by the Jet Bombers the said bombers 
would fly so low over the plaintiffs’ home in taking off that the landing and takeoff 
lights on the Jet planes would shine in the upstairs bedroom windows of the 
plaintiffs’ home. These night flights would scare the children out of their sleep 
and cause the children on many occasions to scream out with violent yells. 
Further, that even the plaintiffs’ dog became so scared he ran under the house 
whenever a heavy loaded Jet Bomber would take off over the plaintiffs’ home. 

XVII. The nerves of the plaintiffs’ older daughter, Judy, fifteen (15) years 
of age, became so affected by the Jet Airplanes’ noise and vibration that the 
plaintiffs were forced to place her under a physician’s care in a sanatorium, and 
also the plaintiffs had to send her away from their home to find peace and quiet 
and rest at another location. 

XVIII. Friends and immediate relatives of the plaintiffs refuse to stay over- 
night with them because of the conditions that exist as the result of the Jet 
Bombers vibrating the plaintiffs’ home and also because of the noise from the 
Jet Bombers. 

XIX. The plaintiffs cannot obtain any type of conventional loan on their 
property. 

XX. The plaintiffs have been forced to purchase other property in a different 
location in Hillsborough County, Florida, in order to try and build a new home 
for their seven children and themselves. 

XXI. As a direct result of the MacDill Field Air Base Jet Bombers flying at 
low altitude on regular and frequent flights over the plaintiffs’ property, the 
defendant has taken a permanent easement over the plaintiffs’ property without 
the plaintiffs’ permission or authority to so take this easement from the plaintiffs. 

XXII. Further, as the direct result of the Jet Bombers fiying so low over the 
plaintiffs’ property, the value of the plaintiffs’ property was greatly depreciated. 

Further, as the direct result of the Jet Bombers flying so low over the plain- 
tiffs’ property the plaintiffs’ health and the health of their children was impaired. 

Further, as the direct result of the Jet Bombers flying so low over the plain- 
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tiffs’ property, the defendants took a permanent easement over the plaintiffs’ 
property. 

Further as the direct result of the Jet Bombers flying so low over the plain- 
tiffs’ property, the plaintiffs’ property was damaged. as the result of the taking of 
the easement by the said defendant. 

XXIIT. WHEREFoRE, the plaintiffs sue the defendant and claim damages in the 
sum of Fifty Thousand Dollars ($50,000.00). 

——-- ———- of 
JOHNSON and JOHNSON, 
Attorneys for Petitioners, 416 Tampa Street, Room 416, Tampa, Fla. 
STATE OF FLORIDA, 
County of Hillsborough. 


Before me, the undersigned authority, personally appeared Amant J. Labadie 
and Anna F.. Labadie who, after being first duly sworn, depose and Say that they 
are the petitioners and plaintiffs named in the above suit against the United 
States, and that they have read the contents of the said Petition and that the con- 
tents contained herein are true and correct to the best of their knowledge. 


AMANT J. LABADIE, 
ANNA F. LABADIE, 
Sworn to and subscribed before me on this _._______- day of July, A. D., 1956. 


-—, Notary Public. 


My: Cominission expires Jn. 2ccul incl uiuedd_ lias 





Cost approval 
Dwelling: 








28 by 34 feet, 2-story, 1,904 square feet at $9__.__-_____.___-__-___ $17, 136 
Sereened porches: 
8 by 11 feet, 88 square feet at'$4.50020_-_-_--_-----_ 396 
7 by 12 feet, 84 square feet at $4_____________ a es ee alae 336 
Summer house (lights and outlets): 18 by 30 feet, 540 square feet 
RE a ena ann ats ocean na cnt ete een are ean 2, 700 
Garage (partitions and shower) : 22 by 22 feet, 484 at $3.75.._._._.. 1,815 
22, 583 
TGS RECTUCE, PUY RICHIE COCO TUT CCR nooo reenter nee or enna 4, 383 
18, 000 
Plus 38-inch well, 2 horsepower motor depreciation._.__.___.___ 500 
Underground sprinkling system depreciation_______________-_ 200 
Indicated value after physical depreciation__._.________________u- 18, 700 
Plus land value (2 acres at $1,500; 3 lets at $750 each)-______ 5, 250 
Indicated market value before damages__-_____--_-_. 24, 950 
FRSC RTOR IR CROCE  CUREUUC) CUCU CO ie ell ee 6, 000 
Total diminution and depreciation in value______-_____________ 18, 950 





IN THE UNITED States Court or CLAIMS 
No. 306—56 


Amant J. Labadie and Anna Ff. Labadie, Plaintiffs, v. The United States, 
Defendant 


ANSWER 
(Filed November 14, 1956) 


The defendant, United States of America, by its attorneys, for its answer to 
the petition herein, alleges and states: 


FIRST DEFENSE 


1. MacDill Air Force Base was established and used by the United States as 
a military airfield many years prior to the time when the plaintiffs allegedly 
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acquired ownership of the property described in paragraph I of the petition. The 
alleged cause of action set forth in the petition to recover damages for a taking 
by the United States, without payment of just compensation, of an avigation ease- 
ment over the property accrued more than six years prior to the commencement 
of this action and is therefore barred by the provisions of 28 U. S. C. 2501. 


SECOND DEFENSE 


2. The defendant alleges that the Northeast-Southwest runway at MacDill Air 
Fore Base was completed and accepted for use in February 1944. Since that 
time it has been the main runway at the airfield and has been used frequently 
and extensively by military aircraft of many types. 

The defendant further alleges that as a direct result of the activities of mili- 
tary aircraft in frequently landing upon or taking off from the Northeast- 
Southwest runway, and in particular the northeast end thereof, since the 
completion of the runway in 1944, any easement for the flight of aircraft over 
the property described in paragraph I of the petition was permanently taken and 
imposed on said property long prior to the time when the plaintiffs allegedly 
acquired title thereto, and the plaintiffs therefore took their alleged title subject 
to a permanent avigation easement or easement of flight over the property. 


THIRD DEFENSE 


3. If any avigation easement has in fact been taken by the United States over 
the property described in paragraph I of the petition it was taken prior to the 
time when the plaintiffs acquired any legal or equitable title to the property and 
the plaintiffs’ claim therefore is null and void, being in violation of the provi- 
sions of the Anti-Assignment Act, Act of May 27, 1908, 35 Stat. 411, 31 U. S. C. 
203. 

FOURTH DEFENSE 


4. The defendant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a 
belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in paragraph 1 of the petition 
and therefore denies the same. 

5. The defendant admits the execution, delivery, and recording of the instru- 
ments described in paragraphs II, III, and IV of the petition, and the dates 
thereof, but alleges that it is without knowledge or information sufficient to form 
a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations of said paragraphs and 
therefore denies the same. 

6. The defendant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a 
belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in paragraphs V and VI 
of the petition and therefore denies the same. 

7. The defendant admits the allegations contained in the first sentence of 
paragraph VII of the petition and denies the second sentence contained in said 
paragraph. 

Further answering paragraph VII, the defendant alleges that on April 23, 
1953, the city limits of Tampa, Florida, were extended to the boundary lines of 
MacDill Air Force Base except where the airbase is bounded by Hillsborough 
Bay on one side and Fort Tampa City on the other. 

8. Answering paragraph VIII of the petition, the defendant admits that the 
main types of military aircraft assigned to and operating from MacDill Air 
Force Base on August 13, 1950, were propeller driven and except as so admitted 
the defendant denies all other allegations of said paragraph VIII. 

9. Answering paragraph II of the petition, the defendant admits that on or 
about October 24, 1951, B-47 bombers were assigned to MacDill Air Force 
Base, and except as so admitted the defendant denies all other allegations con- 
tained in said paragraph IX. 

10. The defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraph I of the 
petition. 

11. Answering paragraph XI of the petition, the defendant admits that the 
property described in paragraph I of the petition is within the approach zone 
for aircraft taking off from or landing upon the northeast end of the Northeast- 
Southwest runway, and except as to admitted the defendant denies all other 
allegations of said paragraph XI. 

12. The defendant is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a 
belief as to the truth of the allegations contained in paragraphs XII, XIII, 
XIV, XV, XVI, XVII, XVIII, and XIX of the petition and therefore denies 
the same. 

13. The defendant denies the allegations contained in paragraphs XX, XXI, 
and XXII of the petition. 
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14. The defendant denies each and every other allegation of the petition not 
hereinbefore specifically admitted, controverted, qualified, or denied. 
WHEREFORE, the defendant prays that the petition be dismissed. 
Respectfully submitted. 
Perry W. Morton, 
Assistant Attorney General. 
Davin D. HocHsteEIn, 
Attorney, Department of Justice. 











































DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, January 9, 1957. 
Hon. Spessarp L. HoLtianp, 
United States Senate, 


Dear SENATOR HOLLAND: I refer to your inquiry on behalf of Mr. Amant 
Labidie, Tampa, Fla., and other residents in the vicinity of MacDill Air Force 
Base, concerning aircraft flying over their homes. 

Mr, Labidie’s residence lies in the northeast approach zone to the primary 
northeast-southwest runway at MacDill Air Force Base and is located approxi- 
mately 5,500 feet from that end of the runway. The Air Force has no require- 
ment necessitating fee acquisition of the Labidie property or the other ownerships 
in that specific area. Since the Air Force has no military requirement for these 
properties we would be unable to justify a request to Congress to provide public 
funds for purchasing this land. 

Careful consideration has been given to Mr. Labidie’s proposal that a new 
east-west runway be constructed across the Interbay Peninsula or that sufficient 
additional property be acquired to relieve nearby property owners from the 
annoyances of jet-aircraft operations. While neither of these suggestions is an 
impossibility, the costs involved are so great that they are not financially 
feasible. 

The Air Force is much concerned over the problems which are being faced by 
the many persons throughout the United States who live in the vicinity of Air 
Force bases. These problems are neither isolated in area nor minor in scope. 
Since they involve not only the Department of Defense but civil aviation and 
the aircraft industry as well, they are becoming national in scope and must be 
solved on a national basis. In an effort to arrive at a long-range solution to 
these problems, the Air Force has recommended to the Secretary of Defense 
that an interdepartmental committee be appointed to study all aspects of the 
problems with the view of submitting the committee’s recommendations to the 
President. 

In the meantime, the Air Force is doing all that it can to minimize the adverse 
effects of jet operations. Actions that have been taken are the reorientation of 
flight patterns, increased traffic pattern altitudes, and restrictions on the use of 
other than primary runways except in emergencies or abnormal weather condi- 
tions. In addition, the Air Force has sought the cooperation of local authorities 
in enacting zoning ordinances to restrict residential and industrial development 
in the vicinity of operating bases. 

I regret that there is no immediate solution to Mr. Labidie’s problem. 

Sincerely yours, 
Joe W. KELty, 
Major General, USAF, Director, Legislative Liaison. 


LACK OF COOPERATION 





Mr. Howe. Mr. Chairman, you have placed your finger on the crux 
of the situation with your concern with the lack of cooperation of the 
airlines and the Government regulatory bodies in exhausting all 
possibilities before asking the taxpayers to foot the bill of some $50 
to $100 million for a new airport without the precise knowledge of 
what the aircraft to come may require. 

May we not be—and I am quoting—“creating another inefficient 
monstrosity,” in the words of Captain Smith, of the Airline Pilots 
Association, when he gave testimony before the hearings of the Sub- 
committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce on July 21, 1955. 
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The Airline Pilots testified at that time that they had grave reserva- 
tions as to the wisdom of building another airport. Captain Smith 
called it “another inefficient monstrosity.” 


HOUSE ACTION 


This is the saine concern that impelled the House of Representatives 
on March 12, 1952, to reject the appropriations request for funds 
for the proposed Burke project with only 41 Congressmen out of 435 
voting for the appropriation. Our then ‘Congressman, the Honorable 
Judge Howard Smith in the final showdown voted against the appro- 
priation. I was there in the gallery, heard his vote and saw him pass 
between the tellers. No rollcall vote was taken. 

The reason I got stirred up and decided I would like to come up 
and talk is the fact that there was an inference made by a previous 
witness that I and my associates in those early days had gone around 
scaring the neighbors that the land values w ould be depreciated and 
that such a position was untenable. 


REPORT OF VIRGINIA ADVISORY LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL 


We had as a basis for that contention a report of the Virginia 
Advisory Legislative Council to the Governor and the General Assem- 
bly of the State of Virginia. Mr. Edwin Lynch, who is going to 
testify later, was a delegate to the house of deleg: ates. 

They held a hearing in the Fairfax County Courthouse, and 1 of 
the 4 or 5 conclusions was: 

The impact upon Fairfax County will be serious, involving the loss of con- 
siderable tax revenue. 

That could only come from depreciation or loss of land taken off the 
rolls. 
FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION REPORT 


Another thing: The analysis of residential properties near airports 
by the Federal Housing Administration says: 


In general, airports exert an adverse influence on surrounding residential 
values. 


And they go on in another place to quote: 


From a Harvard city planning study which surveyed some 85 airports in the 
United States it was found that land values around airports generally decreased, 
and where there was an increase no increase in actual sales was evident. In 
a few cases land values doubled or tripled, but this was attributed to industrial 
use or speculative sale of the land in anticipation of enlargement of the airports. 


You have already mentioned that the FHA frowns upon issuing 
mortgage insurance for developments in the vicinity of airports. 


ANTICIPATED EMPLOYEES 


We have a great deal of data on the question of the number of pos- 
sible employees. We have been told there are 10,000 employed at the 
Washington National Airport. I made a detailed study of that with 
Mr. Steiner, the assistant director, out there, and found that of that 
amount at least 2,500 of them are in other agencies of the Govern- 
ment. I think the Chemical Warfare Service, the Chief of Tr: anspor- 
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tation, the Chief Fiscal Officer, and several others are housed in a 
building that happens to be on the Gravelly Point property but has 
nothing to do with the airport. 

We asked them how many people they employed at the airport 
proper themselves, how many Washington National Airport em- 
ployees. And in arriving at this 10,000 figure they had figured 
some 400. 

But, Senator, you know when they come before, you to justify. the 
payroll they have to break down the number of employees by civil- 
service classifications, Those records are available to me. And the 
records showed 250 to 255 over a period of 5 years. 

When I taxed Mr. Steiner with that, he readily admitted that. 

They also tried to blow up all the figures all along the line. But 
when we finally got through we came up with an employment of about 
3,102 people employed directly, having to do with the airport. activ- 
ities out there, including concessionaires and everything else, the air- 
lines themselves. 


There are no 10,000 people enyployed that must be there to run that 


airport. 

One of the jokers in the difference is the fact that Capital Airlines 
have their headquarters office there, their general offices there, and 
they employ quite a substantial number of people as do Allegheny 
Airlines. 

I submit that they will not have them at Washington National and 
also have them at Burke. You are not going to have dual main offices 
of those two organizations at different airports. 

Therefore, some of the figures which have been given to people in 
the county as to the tax benefits that would accrue to the county by 
having a big employment and lots of people come in are utterly er- 
roneous. And, as a matter of fact, when you take the figure of what 
it costs us to educate the children in our county we would find that 
the amount of money that we might possibly gain from the newly 
employed at an airport such as would be proposed at Burke would not 
come close to paying the cost of educating their children. 

To that the county would have to provide police protection and all 
the other things in addition to educating their children, and it would 
take a serious loss, 

I could go on all day. You have been very, very courteous and 
kind, and I appreciate the opportunity to say something. 

Senator Hornanp. Thank you, sir. 

I see that it is now 9 minutes to 5. If there is somebody who 
can get through in 9 minutes I am willing to take them. But I 
am going to have an important conference in my office at 5, and I 
will have to suspend. 

Tsee Mr. Richard Feldman is the next man here. 

Mr. Feldman, can you conclude in that period of time? 

Mr. Fetpman. Yes,sir. Less than that. 

Senator Hotianp. Come right up, sir: 
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OPPOSITION TO BURKE AIRPORT 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD L. FELDMAN, FALLS CHURCH, VA. 


ALTERNATE AIRPORT LOCATION PROPOSED 


Senator Hotianp. Go right ahead, Mr. Feldman. 

Mr. Fetpman. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, may I 
offer two exhibits beginning with a map which, in my opinion, is the 
most helpful one for this subject, with a circle inscribed roughly having 
a radius of 16 miles. It passes through the Burke Airport and also 
includes Friendship, which is mentioned up here, and Andrews and 
the one suggested at Beltsville. 

The Beltsville Airport seems to be just as far out as the proposed 
Burke Airport. 

Then since it has to do with the question of whether there should 
be an airport at another location in Fairfax County, if anybody wants 
one over there, here is this morning’s Post telling about the ex- 
pressway proposed in Virginia. And this paragraph states that an 
expressway coming up from the south, from Strasburg to Gainesville, 
Va., as it approaches Centreville, will leave the highway 1 mile west 
of Centreville and detour to the north, staying north of the present 
211, and coming in again a half mile east of the Fairfax Circle to 
Arlington Boulevard. 

To save time, I could deliver to you a statement, a 2-page statement, 
T have prepared, and specify the 2 or 3 additions to the testimony 
that might be of interest, and state that anything else in my paper 
has already been covered by previous witnesses. 

Senator Hotianp. Very well. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT REGARDING PROPOSED NEW AIRPORT FOR WASHINGTON 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as a resident and property 
owner in Fairfax County, Va., for the last 26 years, I have asked for this time 
to present several aspects of the airport question which, up to now, seem to have 
been ignored or inadequately weighed. I am right well acquainted with the various 
arguments for the several airport sites heretofore considered. Each has its 
merits and its unsatisfactory features. Unfortunately, some very powerful 
pressures are being exerted by real estate and commercial interests, which 
mask the basic questions. These basic questions seem to me to be, in order of 
their relative importance: Where can an airport be located which will— 

(1) endanger the fewest residents of the Washington community? 

(2) be a noise nuisance to the fewest residents? 

(3) offer safest navigating conditions for crews and passengers or air- 
planes? 

(4) be most accessible to the greatest number of users of air transpor- 
tation? 

(5) provide the best military location as an auxiliary field for use of the 
Air Force in protecting Washington? 

(6) displace the fewest landowners? 

(7) cost the least to buy and develop? 

I feel that the proper order of importance of these questions is the order in 
which enumerated. The first question concerns the safety of the residents; 
the last and least important is on the cost. The economic effects upon the area 
selected for the site, whether for good or ill, must yield precedence, in the con- 
sideration, to the aforesaid matters. 

With a headon clash between the proponents of Friendship Airport and the 
Burke site, the alternate location such as I propose would permit escape from 
a dilemma. 





ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR WASHINGTON AREA 253 


I base my recommendation of the geographical makeup of our region, and the 
usual and natural routes of the airlines. The people of Alexandria and Arling- 
ton have long endured and complained about the airplanes flying overhead, often 
so low as to set up vibrations in their homes, always noisy and a perpetual haz- 
ard. These conditions are created by planes which are inbound or outbound 
from or to the West, and by planes which move along a northeast-southwest line 
which which crosses over the Capitol Building and the eastern part of the metro- 
politan area. 

Examination of the map shows that the Burke site would solve the matter of 
the east-west lines, but would diminish the hazard and nuisanee from the coast- 
wise lines very little, if at all. The position on the map of the Burke site is 
southwest of the District of Columbia. The planes heading toward Philadelphia 
and New York or coming from those places would very likely pass directly over 
the District of Columbia and the most crowded parts of the metropolitan area. 

I propose that the coastwise airlines be forced to detour, so that they have 
no reason whatsoever to cross the populous area. 

Andrews Field, at first glance, offers a partial solution because selection of 
it would meet the requirement of making the coastwise lines detour. But the 
location of Andrews to the eastward is unfavorable for the lines which fly to 
Pittsburgh, Cleveland, Chicago, Milwaukee, and points in the west. These 
planes would probably be flown across the metropolitan area. 

From the geography of things, consider that there are no cities to the eastward 
of the District of Columbia with which important airplane service is maintained. 
The new airport is required to serve planes which fly in two main flight paths, 
namely, from and to the west, and along a northwest-southwest line. Conse- 
quently, the need is best cared for by an airport lying to the westward of the 
District of Columbia. Such a location would spare our region the hazards and 
nuisance from the western airlines which would never have to enter the populous 
area. At the same time, it would require the coastwise airlines to bypass the 
most poulous areas. 

There is the military advantage to such a location west of the Capital. We 
have been told that bomber attacks from over the Arctic are possible. Detroit 
is named as one city threatened from the North. Washington is no farther than 
Detroit from the Russian bases which could launch an attack across Green- 
land. If attacking planes came in from the north or west, an auxiliary field 
for the Air Force would be useful in a location to the westward where now 
there are none at all. 

As to availability of suitable sites, there are a number of them in the sector 
between the Lee Highway, (U. S. 211), and the Leesburg Pike (State route 7). 
These locations are just as a easily reached from the zero milestone as the Burke 
site, and are at the same highway distance. Present automobile routes to the 
westward from Washington include several unobstructed boulevards, namely, 
the Whitehurst Freeway, feeding into either Canal Road which leads to the 
Old Georgetown Pike; or via the Key Bridge to Spout Run Valley and Old 
Dominion Drive; or via the Memorial Bridge or Highway Bridge to Arlington 
Boulevard and route 50. 

This western area is served by 2 railroad, the Washington & Old Dominion. 
Passenger coaches which once transported commuters to Washington might 
be restored for users of the airport. 

The land values in the sector and at the same distance out as the Burke site, 
are relatively low. There are some unsually large tracts of land in this section 
which have a low density of the population and which, therefore, could be con- 
verted to an airport with inconvenience to the smallest number of persons. 

I refrain from suggesting any one particular site in this area and thereby 
absolve myself of any possible charge of self-interest, unless it be the self- 


interest which causes me to urge the selection of a site promising the maximum 
safety to everybody. 


ALTERNATE LOCATION SUGGESTED 


_ Mr. Fetpman. The 2 or 3 additional points are merely these, that 
if an airport is desired in Virginia I recommend that it be located 
west of the District of Columbia as shown there, for a couple of 
reasons. 

If located southwest, as Burke is, the planes on the northeast-south- 
west runs from New York to points south will be bound to pass over 
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the District of Columbia and the metropolitan area. By locating 
an airport to the west they would have to detour. 

Then the airport in the west would have this advantage, that planes 
on the east-west runs would never have to enter the metropolitan 
area. 

The situation of Andrews Field is favorable for the northeast- 
southwest lines, but the east-west lines would have to cross the 
District of Columbia. 

As to the Beltsville suggestion, that is a region where the Govern- 
ment owns a lot of land and which could be expanded readily, where 
the terrain is fine and it would be easy to develop into an airport, 
The Beltsville location seems nice. It would take care of the north- 
east-southwest lines and the east-west lines would probably skim 
the northern boundary of the populated area, going to Pittsburgh, 
for instance. 

There are no cities east of the District to be served, and, so, Andrews 
Field would have no advantage similar to a field located west in the 
Opposite direction. 

This other idea I have is that there are not any fields to the west of 
this area at the present time at all. And in case of an attack by the 
expected enemy—one which would come across Greenland following 
the great circle course, I suppose—it would come from the north, and 
they would easily be expected to attack from an unprotected side. 
So I thought that if you had an airport over there for emergency use 
the military could use it. 

Sir, I wanted to begin really by saying that the community should 
be congratulated for having at last had a committee of Congress that 
went into our community problem at such length and with such 
penetrating questions. I think this committee and yourself, Senator 
Holland, have certainly brought out a lot of things which have never 
been exposed to public view before. 

There are large areas west of this region which could be obtained at 
a relatively small cost and which would displace only a few people, 
relatively few. The region is served by the Washington & Old 
Dominion Railroad, which once ran passenger trains and could re- 
sume them. It can be reached by various boulevards, or at least by 
going from one to another. For example, from the zero milestone, or, 
if you insist, the Statler Hotel, one can go up the freeway and then 
out Canal Road and out the Georgetown Pike from Chain Bridge, or 
he could go up the Whitehurst Freeway to Key Bridge and from Key 
Bridge up Spout Run Valley into Cherrydale and out the Old Domin- 
ion Drive, which used to be an electric railway and which is nicely 
graded. Or he could take the Highway Bridge or the Memorial 
Bridge and go out Arlington Boulevard to Route 50. 

The area I have in mind west of this district would be in a sector 
between Route 211, or the new expressway mentioned in this morning’s 
paper, and Route 7 to Leesburg. . If 20 miles is not too much, prob- 
ably it could be located over in Loudoun County if Fairfax County 
doesn’t want it. : 

Sir, I have done the best I could for the community. 

Senator Hotianp. Thank you very much, Mr. Feldman. 
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We will have to give notice of the resumption of hearings. I see 
there are still 3 or 4 witnesses listed, and we shall take your addresses 
so that we can get in touch with you. We are not terminating the 
hearing, but, instead, are carrying it forward into some period at a 
future date. I would think we would be able to reach it by next 
Wednesday. 

(Whereupon, at 5 p. m., Friday, January 18, 1957, the subcommittee 
was recessed subject to the call of the Chair.) 














ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR 
WASHINGTON AREA 


WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 23, 1957 


Untrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 2 p. m., pean to recess, in room F-39, 
the Capitol, Hon. Spessard L. Holland (chairman of the subcom- 
mittee) presiding. 
Present: Senators Holland, Stennis, and Smith. 


Apprr1ionaL Arrport FAcILiries 
REQUESTS FROM AIRLINES FOR PRIVATE DISCUSSION 


Senator HoLtanp. The subcommittee will please come to order. 

Senator Smirn. Mr. Chairman, I have 1 or 2 observations. May I 
make them now ¢ 

Senator Hottanp. Yes; Mrs. Smith. 

Senator Smrru. I have had a couple of calls, or calls from a couple 
of airline people, who have wanted to come in and discuss the matter 
of the National Airport with me; and I have expressed myself as 
saying that these hearings were being held for that purpose, and I 
thought the committee would be very happy to have any of them 
come in here and present their views, or carry on the discussion which 
seemed to be advisable. I hope that meets with your approval as 
chairman. 

Senator Hotianp. It certainly does meet with my approval. 

I had a call from American Airlines with the same suggestion, and 
I suggested that if they had an agent or officer that wanted to testify « 


that the hearings were open, and he would be fully heard here if he 
cared to come. 


TICKET SALES AT BALTIMORE FOR NATIONAL FLIGHTS 


While we are talking about the airlines: In the record of the testi- 
mony of one of the witnesses from Baltimore the other day there was 
placed the statement to the effect that the following airlines had sold 
tickets at their Baltimore offices requiring passengers to take their 
planes here at National Airport, with the following percentages of the 
entire ticket sales: American, 15 percent; Capital, 5 to 7 percent ; 
Delta, 40 percent; Eastern, 15 percent; TWA, 6 to 7 percent; United, 
50 percent. 

| am going to ask the clerk, unless there is objection from the 
committee, to request these six airlines to give us those figures in 


numbers so that we may have that shown in the record. Is there 
objection ? 
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Senator Smiru. I have none. 

Senator Stennis. No. 

Senator Hotuanp. All right, we will so instruct him. 
(The information referred to appears on p. 340.) 


GRANITE DEPOSITS AT BURKE SITE _ 


Senator Smrrn. Mr. Chairman, I have one more observation to 
make. 

I have received, as perhaps others have, reports that a chart has 
been made by the Geological Survey indicating that the Burke site 
had heavy and deep deposits of pink granite which would necessarily 
increase the costs, of course, of using that site. 

It seems to me that the committee should have the Geological 
Survey give us this chart, and especially the details that go along with 
it, before these hearings are closed, either for the record or personally. 

Senator Hotianp. Mr. Clerk, do we have any communications from 
any Government agency with regard to that particular information? 

Mr. Wirreck. Wedonot, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hotianp. If it meets with the approval of the other mem- 
bers of the committee, I will ask the clerk to request the Geological 
Survey to furnish us information on that subject. 

(The information referred to appears on p. 341.) 


INTEREST OF VIRGINIA AIRPORT AUTHORITY 


I notice in two of the daily papers here in Washington, the Post and 


the Star, articles indicating an interest by the Virginia Airport Au- 
thority in the taking over of the operation of the National Airport, 
together with the Burke Airport and any other that might be con- 
structed in the northern area of Virginia adjacent to Washington. 
ri ete a hearing will be held tomorrow in this area by the State 
authorities on that subject. 

.I want to insert at this place in the record the news article from the 
Washington Post of January 21, by Mr. Robert E. Baker, staff re- 
porter. And I wish to instruct the clerk to invite the State authorities 
to appear, if they wish to do so, by officials or witnesses here in support 
of any position which they wish to take in this matter. 

(The article referred to follows:) 


(The Washington Post, January 21, 1957] 
NATIONAL AIRPORT, BURKE TIE-IN SEEN IN VIRGINIA PACKAGE PLAN 


(By Robert E. Baker, staff reporter ) 


There is growing sentiment in Virginia to have a State authority to take over 
and operate Washington National Airport. 

But Virginia, according to highly placed State officials, would not want to do so 
unless the Federal Government was prepared to build the long-proposed second 
Washington airport at Burke in Fairfax County or some other site within the 
State’s borders. 

A Virginia airport authority then would be prepared to take over both airports 
and repay the Federal Government for them. 

The State authority, however, would be unwilling to run National if the second 
airport is located in Maryland. More than that, a State airport authority prob- 
ably would not be established unless the ‘package deal’ with the Federal Govern- 
ment became a reality. 

Officials believe operation of both National and the second airport is vital to 
make the contemplated authority a “going business.” 
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UNITED STATES WANTS OUT 


Virginia’s willingness to operate an airport authority ties in with an adminis- 
tration policy of pulling the Federal Government out of airport operation. 
National is the only federally operated civilian airport. 

The Department of Commerce many times has indicated it was not prepared to 
build a second airport for Washington unless some form of authority was avail- 
able to take over operations. 

The State attitude toward airport management is complicated by strong local 
feelings in Fairfax County against location of a second airport at Burke. The 
4,500-acre site met resistance from affected residents and some power-wielding 
county figures. On the other hand, northern Virginia commercial interests and 
some Fairfax businessmen favor it. 

They see it as a source of payroll and tax revenue which the county must have 
to take care of necessary expansion of its school system and other facilities. 


INDUSTRY SOUGHT 


Involved in the dilemma is the Virginia Airport Facilities Study Commission, 
created last March by the Virginia General Assembly to study the feasibility of 
setting up a State airport authority. 

Purpose of such an authority would be to build and operate airports throughout 
Virginia in an effort to attract industry and business to those areas now thwarted 
from growth because of a lack of air facilities. 

The Commerce Department was quick to confer with the commission, indicating 
an interest in the prospects of a National-supplemental airport deal. 

The Department turned over a report to the commission, showing that a con- 
sultant found it economically feasible for an authority to operate National and 
Burke, and repay the Federal Government by 1977. 

The Commission also received reports showing that an authority-operated 
Burke airport would mean $800,000 in revenue to Virginia yearly. The reports 
stated Fairfax County would benefit, moneywise, from the operation. 

The Commission already has contemplated real-estate tax benefits to Fairfax 
from an authority-operated airport. A federally owned airport at Burke would 
remove the 4,500 acres from the local tax rolls, whereas authority-owned land 
would be taxable. 

HEARING THURSDAY 


The Commission has scheduled a public hearing on the feasibility of setting 
up an authority for 10 a. m. Thursday in the reception room of National Air- 
port. Its members would like to avoid the Burke controversy, but that appears 
unlikely. After the hearing the members will tour National and inspect the 
Burke site by air. 

The date of the hearing is a timely one, and may not be coincidental. Ap- 
parently some members fear Virginia may lose the supplemental site, and the 
proposed authority would go out the window. 

On Wednesday, hearings will continue into the Burke fight by the Senate Ap- 
propriations Subcommittee, headed by Senator Spessard L. Holland (Democrat, 
of Florida). President HKisenhower has said he will ask Congress for funds 
to continue the 6-year-old Burke project. Holland said he may vote to toss the 
whole question back to experts for study. 

Chairman of the 11-member Virginia study commission, who will conduct 
Thursday’s hearing, is State Senator Charles R. Fenwick of Arlington. 


Senator Hottanp. Does that conclude the matters you have? 
Senator Smirn. Yes. 

Senator Hotianp. Senator Stennis, did you have anything? 
Senator Stennis. Nothing further. Thank you. 

Senator Hotianp. All right, Mr. Ayer. 


STATEMENT OF A. MacGREGOR AYER 


OPPOSITION TO BURKE AIRPORT SITE 


Mr. Ayer. First of all, let me say, Senator, that I am speaking en- 
tirely for myself. I am not representing any group. I am merely a 
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homeowner in Fairfax County. My home happens to be roughly 4 
miles from the projected airport; so, therefore, I feel that I am rather 
personally affected by this proposed construction. 

However, I would like to make this statement also: That my opposi- 
tion to the Burke Airport site is not based entirely on selfish motives. 
I happen to be very much interested in history and I feel that we in 
America are rather quick in destroying our historical sites for the 
sake of commercial expansion. And I also feel that Fairfax County, 
being situated as it is, is especially redolent with historical sites and 
parks. 

I might point out, for example, that there is, of course, Mount 
Vernon, as everybody knows, and Fairfax Courthouse, which dates 
back to pre-Revolutionary days. There is the Burke Station, where I 
believe Jeb Stuart’s raid took place in the war for southern inde- 
pendence, and there are a great many other sites that I believe would 
be very much affected, and adversely affected, by the construction of 
an airport. 

Secondly, and again speaking entirely as an individual and as a 
Jayman—lI am a labor relations and personnel expert and I am not a 
technician—all I know about the proposed construction, is what I 
read in the paper. But it does seem to me that to build an airport 
in as congested an area as Fairfax County is at present—and I believe 
it will, at its present rate of growth, be even more congested—and 
mindful of the fact that the airplanes of the future are going to be 
jet aircraft, which are going to be even more dangerous, I believe, 
in such proximity to congested areas, I might call your attention to 
the various disasters that happened at Newark Airport when planes 
fell into apartment buildings and congested housing developments. 





DANGER DUE TO AREA CONGESTION 


I believe that the site as suggested here, the Burke Airport site, 
would certainly represent a great danger to the homeowners and resi- 
dents of that area. 


Furthermore, I would also say that if I were convinced personally 
that there is absolutely no alternative to relieving the congestion at 
National Airport by the Burke site, I would just shut up and possibly 
move farther out. But I have studied it, and I don’t feel that every 
avenue has been exhausted in finding the ultimate solutions to this 
problem. 


PROXIMITY OF AIRPORTS 


I do feel, for example, that Friendship Airport has not been given 
enough chance to show what it can do. I also feel that the proximity 
of Burke to the center of Washington, as compared to Friendship 
Airport; is illusory for the simple reason that, from a standpoint of 
as the crow flies, you can say it is closer to Washington, but I would 
like to point out—and I experience it almost every day traveling 16 
miles from where I live to Washington—the fact that we have an 
inadequate number of bridges, which causes traffic congestion, some- 
times delaying traffic by half an hour or an hour. Therefore, I do 
not think that the commutation between the Burke site and Wash- 
ington would be any quicker than the commutation between Friend- 
ship and Washington. 
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I feel also, of course, the airlines and the various agencies that are 
ressing for this site undoubtedly are convinced that they are right. 
ut in my kind of work, I very often find that you can talk yourself 

into convincing yourself of a certain thing to the exclusion of any 
other argument. In other words, you are so convinced that this is 
the one and only solution that no consideration is given to any other 
proposal. 


COMMUNICATION 


I cannot really add very much more to what I have said. I merely 
came here at the invitation of the committee. I would like to call 
attention, Senator, to my letter which I wrote to you last June, which 
briefly summarizes my position in the matter. 

Senator Hotianp. Do you wish that letter put in the record? 

Mr. Ayer. If it can be done, sir, yes. 

Senator Hotianp. Without objection, that course will be followed. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


Falrrax, VA., July 26, 1956. 
Hon. Spessarp L. HOLLAND, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Str: From accounts published in the press, it is my understanding that 
you have been appointed chairman of a subcommittee of the Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee, to study the proposed construction of an airport at Burke, Va. 

I am sure that, in the course of its deliberations, your committee will wish to 
give fair consideration to the views of residents and property owners of Fairfax 
County who are most directly affected by this project. For this reason, I am 
taking the liberty of submitting some observations relative to the matter. They 
represent my personal views as a Fairfax homeowner; but I don’t think that 
I am stretching a point in stating my belief that they also reflect the sentiments 
of a very substantial segment of the population in our county. 

In his testimony before the Senate Appropriations Committee, Mr. Henry 
J. Rolfs, vice president, Fairfax Chamber of Commerce, and a vigorous propo- 
nent of the project, referred to certain statistics which purport to show that a 
majority of Fairfax residents are in favor of it. Having talked to many residents 
of our county, I must own up to grave misgivings as to the accuracy of such 
statistics. I am, rather, inclined to think that we who are in opposition have 
simply failed to compete effectively with a vociferous and well-organized minority 
who stand to benefit financially from the project. I refuse, therefore, to con- 
cede that the position taken by Mr. Rolfs on behalf of the group he represents, 
correctly reflects the sentiments of the people of Fairfax. 

Mr. Rolfs further asserted that the proposed airport would be a “gold mine” 
in industry, taxes, etc. Perhaps it would be for some, conceivably including 
Mr. Rolfs himself who owns a construction business in the county ; but most cer- 
tainly not for those of us who invested a lifetime of savings in what we hoped 
would be a lifetime of pleasant living—only to be confronted with the prospect 
of having the value of our property deteriorate and forced to pull up stakes 
again to escape the noise, congestion, and general havoc wrought by having a 
big airport plunked down in our midst. 

Now, I am a business executive myself and as much interested as the next 
fellow in business prosperity. But I submit that there are values which tran- 
scend business just for its own sake. The hundreds and thousands of people 
who built homes in Fairfax County to find not only a shelter but also a way of 
life, believe that there is room in this great country of ours where a man and his 
family can relax in rustic tranquillity. This is a legitimate aspiration, just as 
valid in our American scheme of things as the clamor of the booster boys for 
bigger and better industry, traffic congestion, billboards, and noise. The values 
of Fairfax County—its numerous points of historic interest, its scenic charms, 
its substantial homes and estates, its farms and numerous other assets, appear 
to me adequate to provide for an organic growth of wealth, without the artificial 
and discordant stimulus of a noisy airport. 

I am not foolish enough to discount the powerful forces which press for the 
construction of an airport at Burke. If I were genuinely persuaded that this 
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project represents the one and only solution to the problem of air traffic conges- 
tion in the Washington area, I would just keep quiet and recognize the precedence 
of public over private interests. But I cannot help but feel that insufficient 
consideration has been given to the several other possibilities to alleviate the 
situation. Moreover, the forces which favor the Burke location, such as the 
Air Transport Association, all have well-oiled public relations setups which 
makes it appear that they, and they alone, know what’s best. Us simple folks 
here in Fairfax, not being properly schooled in the technicalities involved, have 
little chance of prevailing against those powerful forces—unless due and fair 
weight is given by the Congress to our legitimate aspiration to see Fairfax 
County preserved for posterity as an area of homes and historical interest. 

May I, therefore, urge in all sincerity that your committee leave no stone 
unturned in developing alternate solutions to the Washington air traffic problem 
and that, if possible, a chance be given to representatives of Fairfax civic groups 
to be heard on this matter. 

Respectfully yours, 
A. MACGREGOR AYER. 

Senator Hotianp. Are there any questions? 

Senator Stennis. No questions. 

Senator Hotianp. There is one question I would like to ask you. 

You say you are a labor relations consultant ? 

Mr. Ayer. I am director of personnel for Government Services, 
Incorporated. 

Senator Hotianp. That is the Government agency that operates 
the restaurants ? 

Mr. Ayer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. For the Government workers? 

Mr. Ayer. In the Government buildings. 

Senator Hotianp. All right, sir. Thank you. 
Col. F. H. Miles. 
All right, Colonel Miles, you may proceed. 


NATIONAL AIRPORT EXPANSION 


STATEMENT OF COL. FRANCIS H. MILES, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


INTERCHANGE PROBLEM 


Colonel Mires. Mr. Chairman, I want to speak about the possibility 
of National Airport enlargement. 

Tam Col. Francis H. Miles, Jr., USA, retired, consultant to the De- 
partment of Defense on safety. I have been interested in transporta- 
tion for many years. 

During World War II, I was the president of an Army-Navy board 
charged with making plans for the transportation of service men and 
supplies. The lack of quick interchange between the different types 
of transport, air, rail, water and automotive, created many bottlenecks 
for the military services, just as interchange for today’s passengers 
and freight between and within the different types of transport entails 
great economic loss, particularly time. 

In 1947, Gov. Dwight H. Green of Illinois, who knew of the service 
plans for a huge interchange in the Chicago area, secured my detail 
from the War Department to supervise the conversion of the service 
interchange plan into a State-owned but commercially-operated 
terminal. After my retirement from the Army, I was retained by the 
State of Illinois as consultant in charge. 
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Since an enlarged National Airport would lend itself to integration 
in an interchange sense and in order that its possibilities may be appre- 
ciated, a construction schedule and a corresponding estimate of costs 
are appended for your consideration. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


National Airport enlargement, Jan. 23, 1957—appendiz 1, construction schedule and 
cost estimate 


Period Item Estimated 
amounts 


lst 2 years, July 1, 1957, | (a2) Divert Potomac into Washington Channel | $27, 500,000 
to June 30, 1959. across Haines Point. 
(b) Construct sluiceways for flood control under 2, 500, 000 
runway AA. 
(c) Fill to inelude location of runway AA 
(d) Construct runway AA (4 miles) 
(e) Construct apron serving AA 


Subtotal 
Contingencies, 


2d 2 years, July 1, 1959, | (a@) Move air operations from Anacostia and Bolling 
to June 30, 1961. Fields. 

(b) Construct runways BB and CC 

(2) Commmlete Spe WaOl «<n semen se oeserden-f caps 

(d) Fill to include location of ranway DD 

(e) Construct runway DD (3.2 miles) 

(f) Construct apron serving DD 

(g) Construct 4 parking lots. 


INE DiS ng ce ee tea Sop catego cocoon renin 
Contingencies, 10 percent 


Total, step II 


2 years, July 1, 1961, | (a) Start Ist tube of tunnel 

to June 30, 1963. tb) Construct parking let -- i 
) Construct 44 new terminal building_ 

‘D Construct apron for (c) 


CO So ah onan te sect cs asl enentadcte 
| Contingencies, 10 percent 


Total, step III 
4th 2 years, July 1, 1963, (a) Complete tunnel ciate 60, 000, 000 


to June 30, 1965. (6) Complete new terminal building._____ 24, 000, 000 
(c) Construct apron, terminal building 1, 120, 000 





aE cicsnthtn cash tends dickipimgech agen ss -| 85, 120, 000 
Contingencies, 10 percent 8, 512, 000 





Total, step IV 93, 632, 000 


5th 2 years, July 1, 1965, | (a) Finish roads and ground approaches to tunnels, 4, 000, 000 
to June 30, 1967. etc. (tunnel stations). 
(6) Construct rail and automotive approaches to | 19, 000,000 
terminal building. 
(c) Finish terminal and other aprons_.._.__......__- 1, 000, 000 
(d) Construct additional hangars and shops 2, 800, 000 
Se, SE Na cectnnnpacaerpca neta nacaecanamatee . 2, 000, 000 


a Ee 28, 800, 000 
Contingencies, 10 percent bh 


Total, step V 
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Recapitulation of costs, based on general, not detailed plans 


Step Completed Airport only Airport and Tunnel only 
interchange 

Bn et ee ok _...| June 30,1959 | 1 $56, 634, 600 966 GUE 000 4.002.220... 
Bie eae ees Oe ee June 30,1961 41, 715, 300 OE FAG eee beccéknde~ denen 
RES SS a are June 30, 1963 27, 925, 332 27, 925, 332 $66, 000, 000 
IV ShcA S AMA pabdtasiecwteaeokadwckealn June 30, 1965 2, 000, 000 27, 632, 000 66, 000, 000 
ree ee ee Ae Ss ie oe June 30, 1967 3, 800, 000 Bi MNO NO Va. cadena 

| 182, 075, 232 185, 597, 232 132, 000, 000 


1 Cost of step I, 4-mile runway, etc. 
NEED FOR AIR SOLUTION FOR WASHINGTON AREA 


Colonel Mixzs. While it is appreciated the Congress, at the moment, 
is interested in an air solution for the Washington area and therefore 
emphasis is placed on the air factors, it can do no harm to present 
the more comprehensive and integrated plan. This in order that the 
approach to the future, though made step by step, may be logical. 

As an engineer, I cannot agree the expansion of capacity at the 
National Airport is impossible. That such expansion can be done 
within the limitations of the Congress and the technical requirements 
of the Civil Aeronautics Administration is subject to determination. 

Most of those who have seen the plans I am offering agree one large 
airport controlling the airspace above metropolitan Washington at 
this stage of the development of jet propulsion is better than multiple 
airports. Until we know accurately the speeds at which jets of the 
future will approach and stack, the exact volume needed cannot be 
known, and airports located too close to one another will present dan- 
gerous conflicts in pattern and operation. 

One thing is sure, the volume of air above metropolitan Washing- 
ton is a fixed amount and its proper use should not be jeopardized by 
ill-advised use. 

PROPOSED PLAN 


Features of the proposed step-by-step plan: 

1. Two parallel runways of 2 lanes each, 350 feet wide, are pro- 
vided by steps I and II, the first 4 miles in length, that of the second 
step 3.2 miles in length, runways able to handle any jet plane of the 
foreseeable future. 

2. Two runways of 2 lanes each, each lane 200 feet wide, for handling 
nonscheduled smaller planes. 

3. Centrally located apron approaches to the two long runways 
giving the shortest possible taxiing distance for takeoff and landing, 
and permitting simultaneous takeoff and landing. 

4, Step I would increase the operations at National Airport at 
least threefold; step IT at least sixfold. 

5. The present airport would continue to operate as now during 
the enlargement period. 

6. The new Terminal Building would increase the present inade- 
quate gate space at least sixfold. The design of this building would 
include underground rail accommodation, ground-level air accom- 
modation, helicopter and automotive accommodation on the roof. 

7. The tunnel would connect the Capitol area, the Baltimore-Wash- 
ington Parkway, and route 1 on the District of Columbia side with 
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the National Airport, route 1 and Shirley Highway on the Virginia 
side, giving much needed relief to overtaxed bridges. 

From the Capitol area to the airport is less than 6 minutes. 

8. Alexandria could achieve the inland port, long hoped for, com- 
parable in importance to Philadelphia with the best interchange 
available with air, rail, and automotive transport in the United 
States, and perhaps in the world. 

9. Though flood control could be as indicated in the plan, the con- 
struction of a dam or dams on the Potomac to conserve potable water 
for metropolitan Washington is a must for the near future. The 
problem would then be not too much water but enough to prevent 
excessive pollution. 

10. Increased safety would be had by undivided air control, longer 
and wider runways, and by the elimination of the Naval and Air 
Force airfields. 

Senator Hottanp. You mean Bolling and Anacostia ? 

Colonel Mixs. Yes, sir. 

11. Lastly, an International Airport conforming to the prestige and 
dignity of the United States of America would be had. 


CONTACTS 


The enlargement of the National Airport has been shown to a good 
many individuals who, without exception, have found merit in it, 
many because they were not bound by precedent, rules and regulations 
of bureaucratic supervision and the Doolittle dictum. 

If the latter were to be followed absolutely, hardly an airport in 
the urban areas of the country could qualify, yet they all remain in 
the picture. This simply means reasonable compromise by supervision 
always obtains. 

To implement my suggestions for enlarging the airport, reasonable 
compromise of ideals, except for safety, would be needed. 


POSITIONS OF CAA AND CAB 


As for organizations, the CAB in the person of one member was 
for Friendship. Mr. Joseph H. Fitzgerald thought some of my ideas, 
if feasible, might work out. The CAA, in the persons of three of their 
engineering staff, went so far as to say, in effect: After January 1, 
1957, we will make a study of what can be done using the area your 
plan would provide. 

My plan would use north-south runways. The present National 
Airport uses a north-south runway predominantly. 

In designing Burke, it is significant CAA would use two north- 
south runways. For the National Airport, north-south runways are 
almost forced by configuration. Yet CAA would appear to seek 
another setup for use of the area provided by my plan. That is per- 
fectly all right. 

NOISE SUPPRESSION 


My contact with the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics 
saw virtue in my plan but raised noise of jets as a possible deterrent. 
The length of runways I am proposing, 4 miles if needed, would 
permit takeoff and the gaining of altitude before reaching area where 
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noise and vibration would be insupportable. In view of the present 
state of the art of noise suppression, altitude seems to offer some relief 
from noise and vibration. 

The Air Transport Association in the persons of Gen. M. W. Arnold 
and Mr. Timmerman, chief of the air traffic control, listened carefully 
to my presentation but saw cost as the most probable deterrent. How- 
ever, General Arnold did say to call on the association if they could 
be of any help. 

Parenthetically, the estimate for step I of my plan is $56,634,600, 
giving three times the present operational capacity at a cost not much 
more than the estimate for Burke. 

I believe the Air Transport Association goes along with the Burke 
plan, not because it is sold on the Burke plan as such, but because it 

onestly believes greater operational capacity for the Washington 
area is a must for the near future. I am sure if my plans were im- 
plemented, the Air Transport Association would heave a sigh of relief. 

As a matter of fact, short of using Friendship, no real, proven solu- 
tion from the air operational point of view for jets is available except 
the enlargement of the National Airport. 

The diversion of the Potomac has raised certain eyebrows, but even 
the Rivers and Harbors Division of the Corps of Engineers think 
the study of possibilities is in order. 

Bennett H. Griffin, manager of the National Airport, was kind 
enough to say, “You are the first person to come up with a step-by- 
step and comprehensive plan for the development of the National 
Airport. I can go along with that.” 

There is an old adage: “A man convinced against his will is of the 
same opinion still.” 

This adage would seem to apply to the CAA. However, with out- 
side monitoring, any proposition put up to them could receive adequate 
review. Hence the following recommendation. 


RECOM MENDATION 


That this subcommittee or the full committee order the Civil Aero- 
nautics Administration to review the plans for the enlargement of the 
National Airport offered by me and to report on the same, suggesting, 
if they will, such modification as they deem appropriate. 

I am not going to burden the subcommittee with this appendix 
No. 1, which is, in effect, the construction schedule and cost estimates, 
except to point out again that step 1 under this appendix would pro- 
vide more operational capacity for the enlarged National Airport 
than would be effected probably by the installation at Burke. And 
certainly it would be without the danger of getting the second air- 
port so close to the first that the available airspace above metropolitan 
Washington would be handicapped severely for the handling of traffic 
which it ought to handle. 

The balance of this construction schedule is simply giving the 
various other steps which I think are germane to making the National 
Airport an honest-to-God airport, which all of us as Americans 
could be proud of. 
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PROJECT COST 


I invite attention to the recapitulation of costs on the back, which 
may at the first blush seem very large, but I want to also invite your 
attention to the fact that we are ‘spending literally billions of dollars 
overseas for airports serving the Department of Defense in its pro- 
jected military operations, and to suggest that in view of that, that 
as much as $300 million be expended on the Washington situation here 
at the National Airport, which would not be extravagant because, in 
the long run, the economic loss, which I figured in 15 years would more 
than pay for the airport, must be considered in arriving at the last 
cost of any installation which might be made. 

Senator Horianp. Thank you, Colonel Miles. 

Now let me ask a question: 


ADDED SURFACE AREA 


How much additional surface area to add to the fill area of Na- 
tional Airport do you recommend ? : 

Colonel Mixes. Well, some people may thing this is a rather fani- 
tastic approach, but I would fill the south to include the park area 
owned by the city of Alexandria. That is, the water south of the air- 
port, between that and the park area and the north end of Alexandria. 
That is one fill. 

And the other fill would be between the north side of the present 
airport and Haines Point, to include Haines Point. 

I would divert the Potomac River through Haines Point into the 
Washington Channel, and then provide sluiceways by which the 
flood control of the river could be handled in times of flood, the 
sluiceways to pass under the runways of the extended airport. 

Does that answer your question ? 

Senator Hottanp. If I understand you, you favor the filling of that 
area of the river south of the airport to the frontage of Alexandria 
where the park is? 

Colonel Mites. That is right. 

Senator Hotitanp. You also favor filling back northward to make 
it contiguous with Haines Point, and diverting the main flow of the 
river through the channel and the lagoons; is that it? 

Colonel Mites. No. Cut through Haines Point an appropriate 
amount so that you could divert the river; force the river to pass 
through Haines Point, so to speak. 

Senator Hotianp. In other words, you would join the National 
Airport as it now exists with the lower portion of Haines Point. Is 
that it? 

Colonel Mires. No; I think the whole of Haines point should be 
devoted to the purpose. I don’t see how you could get around it. 


POTOMAC RIVER DIVERSION 
Senator Hotianp. Where would you put your new course of the 
river ? 
Colonel Mixes. Through Washington Channel and through the 


sluiceways which I would place underneath the runways for the ex- 
tended airport. Look at that plan. 
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Senator Hotianp. That is all shown on your map here; is it, 
Colonel ? 

Colonel Mixes. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. As I get your résumé, you propose to spend $132 
million on the airport or $53 million for the interchange? 

Colonel Mirxs. That is right. 


RIVER TUNNEL 


Senator HottaNp. And $132 million more for the tunneling to go 
under the river and back into Washington? 

Colonel Mixes. Everybody knows we have got to have more capacity 
for getting across the Potomac River. And, obviously, if you are 
going to get across the Potomac in the vicinity of the airport you can- 
not put in bridges. Therefore, the only solution is a tunnel, which 
I point out for the convenience of the Members of Congress would 
enable you to get from the Capital area into the airport in 6 minutes 
with uninterrupted progress. 

Senator Hottanp. Are there any questions ? 

Colonel Mizs. I want to point out, Mr. Chairman, that step 1 would 
cost only $56 million. Iam only showing the rest of it because I think 
that, when you entertain something which can be proceeded with 
logically to increase the capacity, you must pasyre the whole picture 
so there would not be any confusion as to how the further progress 
might be made, if it were advisable. 


BACKGROUND OF WITNESS 


Senator Smiru. Colonel Miles, are you a certified engineer ¢ 

Colonel Mixes. Yes,ma’am. Iam in the District of Columbia, and 
also in the State of Illinois. 

Senator Hottanp. What was your official position as a consultant 
with the State of Illinois, after your retirement from the Trans- 
portation Corps ? 

Colonel Mites. I was a consultant in so many words, Mr. Chairman. 
That is the way I was carried on the rolls of the State of [Illinois as a 
consultant. But my actual duty was to perfect the plans for this 
terminal facility. 

Senator Hottanp. You mean the Midway facility or the other one? 

Colonel Mixes. No. I don’t mean O’Hare, and I don’t mean Mid- 
way. This was a third facility which was never installed, as such, and 
may never be installed, but it is still a possibility. 

I might say this project was sponsored by Governor Green, and he 
allowed us $100,000 to make the preliminary plans. Unfortunately, 
Mr. Green wasn’t reelected, and the plans fell by the wayside, because 
we could not get to Mr. Stevenson to have him pass on the plans. He 
just turned thumbs down, the people who supported him just turned 
thumbs down on the plan. 

It was there I got the idea which I was expressing in this paper. 
And I think it is valid. I think most everybody who has heard me 
talk about this is at least intrigued by the ideas which are expressed. 
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ENGINEERING FEASIBILITY 


It is not farfetched from an engineering standpoint. It has certain 
drawbacks which can be pointed to, but whether they are valid is a 
matter for determination. It is not something which can be deter- 
mined by off-the-cuff consideration. It has got to be considered by 
the Civil Aeronautics people as an engineering project, and I am sure 
that they have the talent to decide whether or not it 1s actually feasible. 
It may not be feasible for other reasons, but it does no harm to set = 
something which can be and should be done. I firmly believe it shoul 
be done. I firmly believe that somebody is going to do the project 
in Chicago which I proposed, because the land is still there. Certainly 
O’Hare has added nothing to the picture, and Midway is so over- 
whelmed with traffic that it is almost impossible to operate there. 
Someday further air facilities in the Chicago area are going to be 
cndertaked and when they are I think it will be in the form of an 
interchange such as I proposed. 

Senator Hottanp. Your proposal, roughly speaking, involves the 
furnishing of facilities for people to interchange from plane to ship 
or plane to railroad or railroad to ship, covering all forms of human 
transportation ; is that it? 

Colonel Mires. That is right. It could be worked out that way. 
I don’t say that the Congress is going to immediately dash into this 
project, but I do think that if they undertook the first part of it and 
saw that it worked, that the rest would follow as a natural result of 
logical consideration of the factors which are involved. 


JET PLANE ACCOMMODATION 


Senator Hotianp. The first part—this is just greater filling and 
parallel runways north and south on the National Airport, long 
enough to accommodate jetplanes; is that it? 

Colonel Mixes. That is right. And, also, for the first time, I think 
anywhere, you would have an airport for the planes that we now 
know about, certainly for the conventional planes, which would permit 
landing and takeoff at the same time, and that is brought about by 
the fact that each of these longer runways, about 4 miles in length, 
would have 2 halves, each of which would be 2 miles long, we will 
say; and if the wind is this way, you can take off toward the wind 
and land on the other half and taxi right into your central terminal 
building. This, of course, is sound from an economic standpoint, 
because one of the greatest uses of gasoline is in the taxiing operations. 

Senator Horianp. Are there any further questions? 

Senator Stennis. One question, Mr. Chairman. 

As I understand it, Colonel, the first part of your plan here is not 
dependent upon No. 2 or No. 3, the interchange and the tunnel? 

Yolonel Mires. That is right, sir. 
Senator Srennis. You offer a complete package here for the airport 
only. 

Colonel Mrrzs. That is right. 

Senator Srennis. At an estimated cost of $132 million. 

Colonel Mires. That would be the 2 long parallel runways with 
2-lane runways. 
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Senator Srennis. Yes. And your point is if that is considered 
an additional cost it is saved in a period of 15 years, you said, by the 
traffic. 

Colonel Mixes. Savings which would result in being closer to Wash- 
ington and the loss of pay incident to getting people to the airport. 

Senator Srennis. Time in travel. 

Colonel Mires. Time in travel. There are very many things which 
are not apparent unless you go into the economic side of what it costs 
to go to Friendship or what it costs to go out to Burke, as compared 
to going to a very well-located National Airport. You cannot beat 
the location of National Airport as a point from which to depart for 
the greater number of people in the Washington area. 


ABANDONMENT OF MILITARY AIRFIELDS 


Senator Horianp. As I understand it, your plans will envisage the 
discontinuance of Bolling and Anacostia ? 

Colonel Mixes. Yes, sir; for the same reason that I don’t believe 
Burke should be built at this time, because it may infringe on the 
National Airport and National Airport may infringe on Burke, 
because of the closeness. I believe that the military airfields should 
be abandoned for air operations, at least. 

Senator Hotuanp. In other words, until the distance required both 
for landing and takeoff operations of jet commercial planes is known, 
you think it would be unwise to build any additional airport as close 
as Burke would be to National; is that your point? 

Colonel Mires. That is my point; yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. I noticed it in your statement, but I did not get 
it clearly, that you also recommend a diversion of the private planes 
to other runways. What runways were you supplying for them? 

Colonel Mixes. It is indicated on that drawing, sir. I can point 
them out, if I am permitted. 

Senator Hottanp. Where are they ? 

Colonel Mires. These are the two runways, the 4-mile runway, and 
this is the 2.2-mile runway. I want to point out that these will be one 
after the other. The second fill Hild include the second long run- 
way. You don’t need to go that far, because if you fill this one you 
would have enough to have three times the capacity of the present 
airport. 

This is the present airport right here. 

The runways for the smaller planes would go here and here. 

Senator Hotzanp. Nor traversing or interfering with the two long 
runways? 

Colonel Mixes. That is right. But they would take some of the 
elutter which now exists in the National Airport and exists in all 
airports by reason of the unscheduled private planes. They have to 
be accommodated. 

Senator Hottanp. All right, sir. Thank you. 

We will take the next gentleman, Mr. Edwin Lynch. 
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STATEMENT OF EDWIN LYNCH 
OPPOSITION TO BURKE AIRPORT SITE 


Mr. Lynou Mr. Chairman, I have Mr, Elvin Henry, who is an 
expert of soils. I wonder if he may sit and answer technical 
questions. 

Senator Hotianp. Surely, Mr. Henry. 

All right, Mr. Lynch, you may proceed. 

Mr. Lynou. My name is Edwin Lynch of Fairfax County. I have 
lived in Fairfax County on a dairy farm practically all my life. I 
have a dairy farm within the site of the Burke Airport. And since 
Mr. Millegan has mentioned the fact, I have here a picture of the 
place for the committee, if it would like to see it. 

Mr. Chairman, even though I am vitally affected by this airport 
and have a great personal interest in the airport, I have not testified 
before any committee of the Congress. The-last time I talked publicly 
on the airport I was sued by a political opponent for $300,000 because 
of something I had said when 5 accused me of getting together with 
Harry Truman and General Vaughan to foster this airport. 

Senator Hottanp. At least, Mr. Lynch, I speak for all three mem- 
bers of the committee here and those not present, and we will assure 
you we have no idea of suing you or any other witness. 

Mr. Lyncu. I do have a vital interest and in order that the com- 
mittee may know of that interest, I will say that I personally own 
300 acres within the airport. I manage a family partnership which 
has approximately between 1,500 and 2,000 acres between the airport 
and the Potomac River. My wife’s family, my father-in-law, has 500 
acres within the airport, and owns approximately 1,000 to the east and 
the south of the airport. 

I would like to say that I do not think that the CAA has made a 
thorough study of the land around the Burke Airport. I would like 
to say that the Burke site, in my opinion, is the least desirable of 
any site in northern Virginia, except for one point, that it is con- 
venient to Washington, close to Washington. 


DISREGARD OF CAA FOR PROPERTY INTERESTS 


Before I go into proving those points, I would like to offer some 
exhibits for the committee to show the disregard for the property 
interests by the CAA in that area, I have here the court orders, 
except one, that were given to the property owners of that area. 
They gave a notice of taking in June of 1951, without having money 
to pay for the land. They said we had to get off by January 1. I 
Sete dairy herd which had been developed by my father and myself 
since 1932. I sold that herd and prepared to get off for the Govern- 
ment. On September 18, 1951, they said we could stay, until May 1, 
1952. On April 30, 1952, they extended the time to May 1, 1953. 
On April 17, 1953, they extended the time to September 15, 1953, still 
having no money whatever to pay us. 

So some of the property owners went to court and said: “We 


would like the Government to either take this land or else to dismiss 
the notice of taking.” 
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NOTICE OF TAKING DISMISSED 


After taking it to court, the court agreed with our stand that either 
the CAA or the Government should take this land or else dismiss the 
notice of taking. The notice of taking was dismissed by the court 
with the statement that “It means nothing. We can put another 
notice of taking on tomorrow.” 

So we were still involved, more or less, in courts. 

Senator Hottanp. Who said that, Mr. Lynch? 

Mr. Lynceu. I do not know. It was a news item in the paper, and 
I do not have a copy of it. Iam sorry. But I think it was true 
that they could. 

I would like to offer those for the record. 

Senator Hotianp. What is this that you are offering? 

Mr. Lyncu. The court orders which we property owners received. 

There is one missing—the second court order is missing. The one 
we received on September 18 changing the time or extending the time 
to May 1 is missing. 

CONDEMNATION PROCEDURE 


Senator Hotianp. Senator Stennis, I am sure, is more familiar 
with this procedure than I am. 

If you will take over the questioning on this procedure, I will 
appreciate it, sir. 

Soler Srennis. I am just familiar now, with the military 
condemnations. 

You say they filed this declaration here in court without putting 


up any money for your land or anything like that? 

Mr. Lyneu. I am not familiar with the exact amounts, but they 
put up either a million or somethihng under a million dollars, and 
they prepared 

Senator Houianp. Did the proceedings cover the whole area of 
the proposed parcel ? 

Mr. Lynonw. Yes, sir. 

Senator Stennis. You have never drawn any of that money? 
Did any of the parties draw any of the money out? They can draw 
part of this money out? 

Mr. Lyncu. Some of them settled, yes. Others we don’t even 
know—we were never notified what the appraisal of our land was. 

Senator Stennis. As I understand it, when you file these proceed- 
ings on condemned land, for military purposes, anyway, the Govern- 
ment has to put up the full appraised value in court when they file 
the suit, subject to only one condition, and that is, your title. And 
when that title is proven, then you can draw 90 percent of that 
money immediately. 

Is that what you were told? 

Mr. Lynou. That was true of those that received a different notice, 
as Mr. Howe testified. 

Senator Srennts. That is all right. I think that is clear. 

Senator Holland was interest in just what your legal situation was. 
I get it that you just declined to—— 

Mr. Lyncu. We never received any offer for our land or any -ap- 
raisal. Some did. And the owners of a little over 1,000 acres settled 
or their land. But we who did not receive the notice that they were 

ready to settle, we don’t even know what our land was appraised at. 
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Senator STENNIS. You never have gotten anything for the damages 
you sustained because of selling your herd? 

Mr. Lyncu. No, sir. 

I would like to point out that this was not a military airport. 

Senator Stennis. No. I understand. 

Mr. Lyncu. But an airport for the city of Washington, the metro- 
politan area. 

I have here an exhibit—— 

Senator Hotianp. Just a minute. Let’s discuss these other exhibits 
first, and see if we should put them in the record. I am trying to 
single them out by dates. 

Mr. Lyncu. I had them in order. 

Senator HotxiaNnp, This is an order for process signed by Judge 
Albert V. Bryan at Alexandria, Va., June 13,1951. Is that the begin- 
ning? Is that the first process? 

Mr. Lyncu. That is right. 

Senator Hotitanp. And that was served on you? 

Mr. Lynceu. Yes, sir. And the next one was September 18, and 
that is not in the exhibits. 

Senator Hotianp. I think you have already stated that this pro- 
ceeding covered the whole area that was designed to be taken. 
Mr. Lyneu. That is right. 


TOTAL ACREAGE INVOLVED 


Senator Hottanp. How many acres was that, if you know? 
Mr. Lyncu. Four thousand three hundred twenty. It was 4,520 
including the right-of-way. 

Senator Hotianp. Four-thousand-five-hundred-odd acres. 

Mr. Lyncu. That is right. I believe it states right at the top. 
I believe there were two orders. One for the right-of-way was a 
separate order. 

Senator HoLtuanp. 4,520 acres. 

All right. Without objection I am going to file this in the pro- 
ceedings of the hearing, but not incorporate it in the printed hearings, 
unless the committee should so determine and wish. 

The next thing that you received you say you do not have, and that 
was as of what date? 

Mr. Lyncu. September 18. 

Senator Hotianp. What was that? 

Mr. Lyncu. That was extending the time to May 1, 1952. 

Senator Horzanp. All right. The next thing you have handed 
us appears to be dated April 30, 1952. 

Mr. Lyncu. That extends the time to May 1, 1953. 

Senator Hotitanp. Allright. The same procedure is to be followed 
in connection with that one. The third one that you have handed 
the committee appears to be dated September 15, 1953. Is that 
correct ‘ 

Mr. Lyncu. I believe it is dated April 17, 1953, and extends the 
time to September 15. 

Senator HoLttanp. Maybe I have made a mistake. 

You have handed us a notice of a motion to be entered on April 30, 
1952, and asking that an order be entered extending the time of 
possession to September 15, 1953; is that correct ? 
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Mr. Lyncu. My impression was it was dated April 17, 1953, but 
Ican be wrong. I am no lawyer. 

Senator Hottanp. Well, I am not enough of a lawyer to be sure that 
what I have quoted is correct. But I believe that that is substantially 
correct. 

Yes; I notice here that April 17, 1953, is one of the dates, and 
April 30, 1953, is another date. It is the date for the filing of the 
motion. 

Mr. Lynou. The April 30 date is when we were supposed to get 
off and the April 17 date extended the time. 

Senator Hotxanp. The same disposition is to be made of that 
copy. 

The next seems to be a decree dismissing the action, as to untaken 
parcels dated January 4, 1954, signed by Albert V. Bryan, United 
States district judge. 

Is that the termination of the proceedings so far as your land was 
concerned ¢ 

Mr. Lyncu. Yes, sir; except for the statement in the newspaper 
story quoting officials in, I believe it was, the CAA, after the judge 
had entered that order. 

Senator Hottanp. You mean that after having filed the proceedings 
to take this property way back in 1951, that the same court dismissed 
the proceedings as to your lands and others in January of 1954? 

Mr. Lyncu. That is a layman’s understanding of the situation, yes. 

Senator Hotianp. That oo. to be the understanding you would 
have to get from a quick reading of these papers. 

Is it your understanding that that proceeding has not been refiled ? 

Mr. Lyncu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. How much Jand did you understand had been 
taken under the settlements, and how much was dismissed by the pro- 
ceedings by this order? 

Mr. Lyncu. My understanding is between 1,000 and 1,100 acres, and 
the balance of the 4,520 was dismissed. 

Senator Hotianp. And no consideration ever moved to you or the 
other property owners, insofar as you know, as to whom the proceed- 
ing was dismissed ? 

Mr. Lyncn. No, sir. 

PRESENT USE OF PROPERTY 


Senator Horianp. Are you making use of that property now? 

Mr. Lynouw. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hortzanp. What about the use for dairying ? 

a Lyncu. I went back into the dairy business in November 

of 1952. 

Senator Hottanp. Did you repurchase your herd ? 

Mr. Lyneon. No, sir. I had to start over. I had sold it separately 
to different persons. , 

Senator Hotianp. Have you had any approach looking to recogniz- 
ing or paying damages sustained by reason of your having been forced 
out of business and your herd dispersed and your having to acquire a 
new herd ? 

Mr. Lyncu. No, sir; I haven’t. 

Senator Horzanp. Have you filed any claim against the United 
States Government ? 
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Mr. Lyncu. No, sir; I have not. 
Senator Hottanp. Are you expecting to file a suit in the Court of 
Claims? 

Mr. Lynou. Well, no, sir; up to this point I had no plans. 

Senator Hottanp. The committee understands that really all you 
are asking is to have a firm knowledge that your property is not going 
to be taken again without compensation ; is that it? 

Mr. Lyncen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Horianp. Or with compensation, for this purpose ? 

Mr. Lyncu. Either one. I think it is to the interest of the Govern- 
ment that they not take it, and I hope to show that, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. Now, this last long paper that you filed, what 
is this? 
COST OF VARIOUS SITES 


Mr. Lyncu. That is an estimate, preliminary estimate of costs to 
the various sites, or some of the various sites studied by CAA, released 
by CAA. 

‘If you will notice under the Burke site they have the acquisition 
of land at an estimated cost of $904,000. I say to you that they have 
acquired one-sixth, approximately, of what they propose to acquire 
now and they have spent that $ Imillion or $904,000. 

Senator Hotianp. Let’s be clear on this. You mean that instead of 
being able to acquire 4,520 acres at $200 per acre as stated in this 
estimate of cost that the Government has now acquired only a fraction 
of that area by expending that full amount; is that correct? 

Mr. Lyncn. Yes, sir; plus the cost.of survey and other minor costs 
that they had. 

As I understand it, they went into— 

Senator Hottanp. How do you know that the Government spent 
this full nine hundred thousand-odd dollars, in acquiring the 1,000 
acres or thereabouts which was acquired ? 

Mr. Lyncn. Because they did not settle with anyone else, and the 
information was that they had no more money. 

I might say that is somewhat hearsay. I did not check that. 

Senator Hottanp. You do not know of your own knowledge the 
sum of the amounts paid to the various landowners, whose property 
was actually purchased in this proceeding ? 

Mr. Lyncu. No, sir; but others have testified here to that amount 
and the number of acres. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD K. HOWE 


PAYMENT FOR LAND ACQUIRED BY GOVERNMENT 


Mr. Howe. Mr. Chairman, the plan I submitted to you on Friday 
has that information on it. 

Senator Hotianp. Just a moment, now. Let’s get your name, sir? 

Mr. Hower. My name is Howe. I testified on Friday. 

Senator Hotianp. Let the record show that the witness who testified 
at an earlier hearing now states that one of the exhibits submitted 
by him shows the amounts paid for each of the parcels actually 
acquired by the Government, and the total amount of said purchase 
orices. 

Now you are saying that the total amount was what ? 
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SUPPLEMENTAL FUNDS REQUESTED 


Mr. Howe. The total amount shown on that map, Senator, was 
$818,000, but in recent appropration requests from the Department of 
Commerce, as a matter of record in your full committee hearings, you 
will find reference to the fact that they have asked for some supple- 
mental appropriations to clean up the matter, and that it now amounts 
to somewhat over $900,000. I do not have that appropriation hearing 
record in the room here, but I can get that for you and give you the 
exact reference. 

Senator Hortanp. Unless there is objection I will ask that this 
former witness, Mr. Howe, supplement his testimony by furnishing 
the information which he says is available. 

(The information referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Harotp K. Howe 


In the testimony of Mr. Edwin Lynch on Wednesday afternoon, January 23, 
1957, he referred to a CAA estimate of $904,000 as the amount necessary to 
acquire the 4,520 acres at the site selected near Burke, Va., for the proposed 
supplementary Washington airport. This figure as well as estimates of costs of 
construction at other northern Virginia sites came from the report of the project 
engineers to the Civil Aeronautics Administrator entitled “Preliminary Report 
of Site Selection of the Washington Supplemental Airport” together with 
appendix A and B dated May 9, 1951, and the addendum to that report dated 
June 13, 1951. A copy of this report was furnished to the Senate Appropriations 
Committee on Wednesday, March 26, 1952, by the writer (p. 236, Senate Appro- 
priations Committee hearings, 82d Cong., 2d sess. on H. R. 6947, third supplemental 
appropriations bill, 1952). 

While the CAA estimated the entire 4,520 acres in the site selection could be 
acquired for $904,000, actually the Government has spent slightly more than that 
amount in acquiring less than one-fourth of the 4,520 acres. Details are as 
follows: 

Quite early it was recognized by CAA that their estimate of $904,000 for land 
acquisition was woefully inadequate as they testified before both the House and 
Senate Appropriations Committee in the 82d Congress, 2d session, holding hear- 
ings on H. R. 6947, third supplemental appropriation bill, 1952 (p. 51, House hear- 
ings) (p. 196 Senate hearings), that appraisers estimated the 4,520 acres to be 
worth $1,703,250. They further testified that $874,280 was available from the 
original $1 million appropriated and that $832,500 had been deposited with the 
United States district court in Alexandria. 

The number of acres acquired has been variously reported to congressional 
committees as 1,050 acres, 1,045.86 acres, and 1,031 acres. 

In the Senate Appropriations Committee hearings on H. R. 6947, the third 
supplemental appropriations bill, 1952, Mr. Basnight, Budget and Finance Officer 
of CAA, testified on page 203 that $943,000 had been expended in the taking of 
land at the Burke site. This obviously included some of the costs of appraisals, 
title searching, surveys, etc., as on pages 208 and 209 of the same hearings CAA 
officials testified that $818,050 had been initially deposited with the United States 
district court in Alexandria and that 40 parcels out of 63 covered by the $818,050 
had been negotiated with the owners for $490,575 as compared with $458,600 
deposited against these 40 parcels. 

In the House Appropriations Subcommittee hearings on the Departments of 
State, Justice, and Commerce Appropriations for 1954 (83d Cong., 1st sess., p. 
175), the CAA lists $846,925 as the “1952 actual” amount expended in acquisition 
of land at the Burke site. 

Final costs of the land acquired at the Burke site and amount paid to the 
owners of the 63 parcels condemned total $907,151 including interest. On page 
18 of the Senate Appropriations Committee hearings (84th Cong., 2d sess.) on 
H. R. 12138, the supplemental appropriations bill of 1957, Mr. Basnight, Budget 
and Finance Officer of CAA, testified that the Department of Commerce obtained 
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title to 1,031 acres by condemnation involving 63 owners and made payments 
as follows: 


Originally deposited with the U. S. district court from the original 
appropriation 


Additional payments to owners approved under Public Laws 357 and 
663, 83d Cong., plus interest 


Total payments to date 


At the time of my testimony before the subcommittee on January 25 I sub- 
mitted a map of the proposed Burke Airport site showing the various parcels 
of property involved and indicated by red coloring the 63 parcels above men- 
tioned which had actually been acquired by Government condemnation. Property 
owners’ names are shown as are acreage of each parcel and the amounts listed 
by the Department of Justice for each parcel at the time the deposit was made 
with the United States district court in Alexandria. 

The remaining parcels of land in the site were not taken but were held for 
27 months under several successive extensions of time by the Government’s 
declaration of taking which is not a condemnation in fact but rather an unpaid, 
arbitrary, and enforced option or lien on the property by the Government, 
preventing owners from making any other disposition of their property. Owners 
of these remaining parcels received no payments for their land, no damages, or 
remuneration of any sort for the Government’s action. 


COST OF GRADING AT BURKE SITE 


Senator Hortianp. All right, proceed, Mr. Lynch. 

Mr. Lyncn. You will notice on that estimate of dirt to be moved in 
the Burke site it says 10 million yards. 

Senator Hotnanp. Just a minute. 

Mr. Lynceu. I think it is about the third item down. 

Senator Hottanp. Yes. We find 10 million cubic yards at 44 cents 
a yard, totaling under this estimate $4,400,000. Is that the item you 
are referring to? 

Mr. Lynon. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp, Proceed, Mr. Lynch. 

Mr. Lyncu. I have here in my hand the minutes of a hearing held 
at, Fairfax County Courthouse by the Virginia Advisory Legislative 
Council Committee to study the establishment of an airport in Fairfax 
County. This was July 19, 1951, and in these minutes we have the 
testimony by Mr. Herbert H. Howell, in charge of the project for the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration. 

Senator Hottanp. Pardon me. Is that the Mr. Howe who is here? 

Mr. Lyncu. Howell, Herbert H. Howell, in charge of the project 
for the Civil Aeronautics Administration. He was the first witness 
to testify. 

He testifies as to the grading quantities at the various sites. He 
mentions Annandale as 19,800. 

If you look on there it is much less than that. 


OTHER GRADING QUANTITIES 


Senator Horianp. I will read into the record the figures appearing 
in this chart. It shows 11 million cubic yards at 44 cents or a total of 
$4,400,000. 

Mr. Lyncu. Burke site, 17,750,000. 
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Senator Hotianp. The figures appearing on the exhibit which you 
have filed are 10 million rather than the 17 million. 

Mr. Lynon. Fairfax, 17,500,000. 

Senator HotiaNnp. That contrasts with 9,500,000 on the chart that 
you have filed. 

Mr. Lyncu. Pender, 16,100,000. 

Senator Hotianp. That figure contrasts with 9 million on the chart 
which you furnished. 

Mr. Lyncn. Herndon, 8,600,000. 

Senator Hottanp. That contrasts with 4,750,000 on the chart which 
you filed. 

Mr. Lyncu. Chantilly, 5,500,000. 

Senator Hotianp. That contrasts with 3 million on the chart which 
you have filed. 

Mr. Lyncu. Now, Mr. Chairman, if you like, I would be glad to 
give you these minutes of this hearing, if you would like to have them 
for an additional exhibit. 


HEARING BY VIRGINIA ADVISORY LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL 


Senator Hotianp. Just to get this clear: Do I understand that these 
minutes represent the report of a formal hearing held July 25, 1951, 
by the Virginia Advisory Legislative Council, which was a committee 
to study the establishment of an airport in Fairfax County, held at 
the county courthouse on July 19, 1951? 

Mr. Lynceu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hoxtianp. Is that correct? 

Mr. Lyneu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. And do we understand that the figures which 
you have read from these minutes 

Mr. Lynen. On page 2. 

Senator Hotianp. Are the items of testimony offered by the engi- 
neer in charge of the project for the CAA at that hearing? 

Mr. Lyncu. That was Mr. Howell. Whether he is the engineer or 
not, he was in charge of the project. I cannot testify as to whether 
he is an engineer. 

Senator Horzann. I think you are correct. The minutes say 
“Herbert H. Howell, in charge of the project for the CAA, was intro- 
duced,” but it does not state that he is an engineer. 

Your point is, is it not, that those figures in each case show a greater 
amount of earth to be moved in the grading for each of these six 
sites being considered for the airport in Fairfax County, than were 
shown in the first chart which you filed in evidence with us? 


CHART OF DEVELOPMENT OF FAIRFAX COUNTY SITES 


Senator Hoitianp. Now, what is the source of this first chart? 
Where did you get that, and who made it up? And what is it for? 

Mr. Lyncu. Is it not titled at the top? 

Senator Srennis. Yes. 

Mr. Lyncen. CAA. 
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Senator Hottanp. It doesn’t show some of the things that will be 
needed to indentify it. I will read these words which appear at the 
top: 


Comparative estimates for first-stage development at sites in Fairfax County, 
Va., for the proposed Washington supplemental airport. 

Who prepared this chart? 

Mr. Lyncu. CAA. 

Senator Hottanp, Where did you get it? 

Mr. Lyncu. I got it as information from the CAA during the 
hearing, I believe. 

Senator Hotuanp. You are speaking of the original hearings way 
back in 1949 or 1950? 

Mr. Lyncu. In about 1951, at the courthouse, before the Virginia 
Advisory Legislative Council. 

Senator Hotntanp. You mean that at the same time that this hear- 
ing record was made, for which you have introduced the minutes, you 
were supplied by the CAA with this long chart representing the origi- 
nal estimates made up, covering the estimated costs of the proposed 
airport at the six different sites being considered ? 

Mr. Lyncu. That is my belief. 1 do not remember definitely. 

Senator Hottanp. What is it you do not remember definitely ? 

Mr. Lyncu. Just where I got it. But at that time my interest was 
from the Virginia Adivsory Legislative Council’s point of view, as 
well as my own personal point of view, because I was a member of 
that committee; and I introduced the resolution in 1950 for a study. 
At that time they were talking about putting it at Annandale, which 
was right adjacent to my then present home, and I wanted the State 
to have some say, if possible. 


STATUS OF WITNESS 


Senator Hotianp. You mean you were serving as a member of 
the— 

Mr. Lyncu. Subcommittee of the advisory legislative council, study- 
ing the proposed airport in Fairfax County. 

Senator Hotitanp. Were you a member of the Legislature of Vir- 
ginia at that time? 

Mr. Lyncu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. And serving as a member of this legislative ad- 
visory committee? 

Mr. Lyncu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. And all you can say is that this paper was deliv- 
ered to you by a CAA agent at that time? 

Mr. Lyncn. That is my belief. And I know of no one else who 
could have put it out. 

Senator Hortzanp. Allright, sir. You may proceed. 

Mr. Lyncu. The main purpose of showing that exhibit is in relation 
to what they estimated the acquision of the land to be, and what they 
actually acquired with the money that they had. 

Senator Hotxianp. Let me see if I understand this. You are point- 
ing out that the main reason why you offer this exhibit at this time 
is to show that CAA had estimated that it could acquire the 4,520 


acres required at approximately $200 an acre for a total of $904,000? 
Mr. Lyncn. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Hotzianp. I think we will make the same disposition of this 
exhibit that we have of the others. 
All right, Mr. Lynch. 


NEWSPAPER COMMENT 


Mr. Lyncn. I have some newspaper clippings that I would like to 
offer, mainly from a layman’s point of view, to ask question why. 
Iam not a professional expert; I am only a layman. 

The first one is taken from the Washington Star, and is entitled 
“Friendship Gets a Setback in CAA Denial of Bid,” and it goes on 
to tell about the Pan American Airways being denied permission to 
use Friendship Airport as its Washington-Baltimore terminal. 

Senator Hotianp. What date? 

Mr. Lyncn. The date, unfortunately, has been clipped off. 

Senator HoLttanp. We will accept this for the information of the 
committee. 

Mr. Clerk, I wish you would find out what the date is, and show it 
on the clipping. 

The next one? 

Mr. Lyncu. I have a newspaper item taken from the Richmond 
Times-Despatch of July 24, written by Mr. Ray Tucker, and it is an 
article on excessive airline subsidies. As a farmer, I would like to 
ask why the airlines are guaranteed 8 percent profit when it seems to 
be wrong for the farmers to receive any help at all from the Govern- 
ment, even though they are losing money ? 

Senator Hotianp. The same action will be taken with this proposed 
exhibit. 

Mr. Lyncn. I have here an article taken from the Star on Friday, 
July 20, 1956, written by Max Karant, vice president, Aircraft Owners’ 
and Pilots’ Association. 

Tn this article he wants to know why pressure is put on for the 
Fairfax Airport. 

Senator Hotzanp. Let us have a moment to check on this. 

Without objection, the Max Karant letter will be received by the 
committee in the same manner as the earlier exhibits have been 
received—for information. 

Allright. The next one? 

Mr. Lyncu. Unfortunately, I don’t have the date on this, but this is 
an article written by Mr. Robert F. Baker, appearing in the Washing- 
ton Post, entitled “U.S. Won’t Build Second Airport.” 

And I would like to call attention particularly to a statement by 
General Arnold, “We are waiting to see.” 

Senator Hotzanp. What administration is referred to? The Tru- 
man administration or Eisenhower administration ? 

Mr. Lyncu. This was at the time of the President’s Committee 
report, or soon thereafter, the first report where they say 

Senator Hotianp. President Truman or President Eisenhower ? 

Mr. Lyncu. President Eisenhower’s Special Committee, composed 
of Secretary Weeks and two others. 

Senator Hortianp. All right. Without objection the same order 
will be followed. 

Mr. Lyneun. Carrying further the point of view that I do not be- 
lieve that the CAA has made a thorough study of the Burke Airport, 
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I would like to point out some things that I know as a farmer, farming 


in the middle of the Burke Airport, and from Government maps 
which show elevations. 


BURKE SITE ELEVATION 


Mr. Howell testified here before this committee last week that the 
Burke Airport site was on a high plain, higher than the surrounding 
land. I have here a map on which I have tried to show by color the 
varying elevations. 

Senator Hotianp. I believe that Mr. Howell’s testimony spoke of 
it as a plateau; not asa plain. That is my recollection. 

Mr. Lyncn. Excuse me, sir. This shows the variation in elevation 
by 50-foot units. Each different color is 50 feet in elevation. The area 
at the outside of the blue is the elevation at which the airstrip itself 
will be. Of course this is north. I have put a red mark showing 
10,000 feet, the west runway of the north and south takeoff. 

This is an elevation of 300 feet or 290. It goes on up to an elevation 
of 430, and drops back down to nearly 300 feet in this short distance 
here. 

Senator Hotianp. To make it clearer, since the map will be in the 
committee’s custody, the darkest color there represents what altitude? 

Mr. Lyncu. This one is 300 feet or less. The outside edge of that 
is 300 feet. 

Senator Hotitanp. And did I understand you to testify that the 
proposed level of the Burke Airport would be at 300 or at the outside 
edge of that darkest tract? 

Mr. Lyncn. No; at 350 at the outside edge of this blue. 

Senator Honianp. 350. 

Now, the next color, the light green ? 

Mr. Lyncu. The uncolored—which is green. 

Senator Hotitanp. What is that altitude? 

Mr. Lynen. That is from 350 to the red, which is 400. All within 
the red is 400 or over. 

Senator Hottanp. What is the highest site on the tract? 

Mr. Lyncu. At this point it is 480. Where my house is here it is 
406. 

Senator Hortianp. What variation in altitude is shown from the 
lowest of—what? About 300? 

Mr. Lyncu. 290. 

Senator Hotianp. From a lowest of 290 to a highest of what? 

Mr. Lyneu. 430, and back down to 300. 

Senator Hotianp. In other words, is it your testimony that in the 
140-feet difference in altitude between the highest point at 430 and the 
lowest point at 290 the proposed grading would leave an airfield with a 
level of 300 feet ? 

Mr. Lyncu. Well, Mr. Howell testified that the airfield would be at 
an elevation of 350. I can only take his word on that. He is the man 
in charge of the project for CAA. 

Tf that is true, either you are going to have to level this 400 or 
430-foot strip or you are going to have a cut, a strip in a cut from 50 to 
80 feet. That is the main north-south runway that they proposed in 
1951 to build first. And at that time, you will find in the minutes, 
the testimony was that this was only to be an airport for the overflow 
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from National. That is the reason why it was not going to cost too 
much. They would build this strip first and if needed later, build 
other strips. 

Now, I have with me today Mr. Elvin Henry, who is the soil expert 
for Fairfax County. He has been employeed for 2 years by the 
County. Prior to that he worked for 20 years for the State of Virginia, 
working in soils. 

TYPES OF SOIL 


He can testify as to what types of soil we have. We have maps to 
offer as exhibits showing the soils and we have this explanation on 
the various types of soil. 

Mr. Henry has told me these things and you can question him as to 
soils. I would say that he did not know he was coming until 12 o'clock 
today. I had not contacted him prior to that. So he does not have any 
prepared testimony. 

But he can tell you as to this type of soil here [indicating] of what 
effect it will have when moved down to this low area below this blue 
line, down into this area here. 

Senator Hotianp. You are pointing to the area of 290-foot eleva- 
tion ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Lyneu. Yes, sir. That varies from 290 right up to 350 up to 
here. 

There is a stream that comes down through here and on down and 
joins the South Run here. He has the maps to show the type of soil, 
what type of soil you are putting the fill on. The fill starts here at 
nothing and runs up to 60 feet at the end of the runway. 


He has a map that shows the type of soil here [indicating] and 
shows what kind of soil you are moving. 

He tells me—and he is here to verify it—that the type of soil that 
is shown on this high plane is micaceous, that it is not firm, will not 
firm up on fill, is not good fill dirt, and that when put on this soil, 
which is down here, which has no bottom, the bottom is uncertain. 


ANNANDALE SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 


And may I at this time enter in the record a picture of Annandale 
High School which the county built about 1953. In this school under 
the chimney there is a basement room. When they went to dig that 
basement, they found that there was a condition similar to quicksand 
under this building, and the building was held up for 6 months trying 
to decide what todo. They finally decided to go ahead, and the con- 
tract price was increased $300,000 on this type of soil. 

This is a similar type of soil, so he tells me, to that which is located 
here, where they will have to put this fill. That is just a room, a base- 
ment room, about 50 by 80 would be my guess. They had to import 
pumps from New York, so the contractor told me, and the increase 
was enormous for that trouble they found in that small area. 

This is the main runway we are talking about. Originally this 
runway was to be like this, 30° off north. It has been, so I have been 
told, and so I have heard in testimony, transferred to a true north. 
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QUICKSAND IN AREA 





I do not believe that will work, from a layman’s point of view, and 
from the point of view of a farmer living there. 

At this point right in here, in 1949, I attempted to dig a well. At 
12 feet we struck substance similar to quicksand. We tried to go 
through it, but it was so movable that it pushed the pipes away. I 
denealt we could do it the next time because we had had some experi- 
ence, so we moved the well and started digging another, and at the 
same depth we found the same thing. We hoe to give up and drill 
a well olin is 120 feet and we struck rock at 30. 

I do not honestly believe that we can build an airport at Burke for 
the money that has been alloted, from what little I know of the soil 
and what Mr. Henry tells me about the soil. 

If you would like, I could intervene at this time if you have some 
questions pertaining to the soil. 

I think Mr. Henry can testify then directly for the record about 
the soils that have been encountered and his experience with them, 
his belief as to how they reflect upon the cost of the construction neces- 
sary for the airport. 


VIRGINIA AGRICULTURAL EXPERIMENT STATION, FArrFax County, VA. 
STATEMENT OF ELVIN F. HENRY, SOIL SCIENTIST 
SOIL CONDITIONS AT BURKE SITE 


Senator Hotianp. First, what is your name? 
Mr. Henry. Elvin F. Henry. 

Senator Hottanp. Where is your home? 
Mr. Henry. Falls Church, Va., at the present time. 

Senator Hotutanp. What has been your employment as a soil engi- 
neer ? 

Mr. Henry. I have worked for the State of Virginia 22 years. 

Senator Hottanp. Are you still working for them? 

Mr. Henry. I am on loan from the State of Virginia to the county 
of Fairfax for a special job. 

Senator Hotianp. Is that this particular job? 

Mr. Henry. No, sir. I am interpreter of the soil survey map re- 
cently made of Fairfax County. 

Senator Hotzianp. This particular assignment is incidental, then, 
to you, is it? 

Mr. Henry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. You may proceed. 

Mr. Henry. I would just like to verify what Mr. Lynch has said 
in regard to the soil and rock area in the vicinity, or in the area that 
has the principal runway. 

Starting at the north end—— 

Senator Hotnanp. Would you point that out on the map where we 
can see it, please ? 

Mr. Henry. On this one, or that one? 

Mr. Lyncu. Starting at the north end of that principal runway. 

Mr. Henry. That area there is underlain by soft type of what the 
geologists call filite, which is a soft micaceous rock material. It is 
well drained and absorbent, but highway engineers have told me— 
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and my own experience will.verify it—that the material, being so 
micaceous, is unstable as road base or as a subgrade material, or as 
a fill material. 
Senator Hottanp. By “micaceous,” you mean it bears many frag- 
ments of mica; is that correct ? 
Mr. Henry. Yes, sir; small fragments of mica material. That is 
the principal constituent of the rock from which it is derived. 
Senator Hottanp. Do you mean that it is sort of crumbly and soft? 
Mr. Henry. Yes, sir; crumbly and soft and very friable and slick. 
That is the principal constituent of the soil along the north end 
of the runway. 
UNSTABLE SOIL CONSTITUENTS 


Proceeding southward along that runway and about half way down, 
or at least one-half of the runway itself, where I understand these 
materials will be excavated and possibly used as fill for the lower side, 
the soil constituents underneath those areas on the south end of the 
runway are very unstable. 

We have found by past experience in Fairfax County particularly 
that those areas are very unstable. They are underlain iy colluvial 
and alluvial soils, so derived. 

Senator Hotuanp. I think most of us know the meaning of “allu- 
vial.” Can you tell us what “colluvial” means? 

Mr. Henry. The principal difference, of course, is that alluvial is 
water-deposited entirely. Colluvial material means it is also water- 
deposited, but by smaller areas, smaller streams. 

The smaller areas running off from the hillsides move water off 
intermittently, move a little bit and then move a little more by a 
gradual process, whereas alluvial material is by a one big, heavy 
deposit. Anyway, essential materials are similarly derived or depos- 
ited, and they are unstable. 

We have found that you can go to considerable depths, possibly 
anywhere from 10 to 60, 75 feet in those materials, with a loose, uncon- 
solidated mixture of sand, with a high-water take, making it, from 
an engineering viewpoint, very unstable. 

In other words, heavy buildings or heavy materials placed on top 
of those areas without sufficient and sound footings and foundations 
would be a very risky thing to do. 

Senator Hottanp. In other words, do they tend to sink? 

Mr. Henry. Yes, sir; they are unstable. They have no solid 
characteristics. 

That is about all I have to say in that regard, concerning those. 


NEED TO REPLACE SOIL 


Senator Hotianp. To sum up your testimony, as I understand it, 
you are testifying that as far as the north part of the runway is 
concerned, that there would be this soft material which would have 
to be overlaid by heavier material brought in from elsewhere; is that 
what you mean ? 

Mr. Henry. Possibly so, Senator. I am not familiar enough with 
the engineering activities involved as to what they would have to do. 

I merely state the type of material they have to work with. If 
they use it as such, they would have to mix it with other materials 
or take it out entirely and replace it. 
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Senator Hotzanp. What you are saying is that they cannot build 
soundly there on a substructure consisting of those soft soils that 
exist there at the very north end of the runway, or way down to the 
south end of the runway; is that correct? 

Mr. Henry. That is true; if they use that type of material as the 
principal constituent; yes, sir. 

Senator Hotztanp. What about the material.that is in the middle 
there, that would be used for fills? What type of material is that? 

Mr. Henry. The material beginning at the north end of that runway 
and proceeding southward down about half the distance is about 
the same type. There is not much change. 

But beginning about the middle and from there to the southern- 
most tip, a large part of that material is this colluvial fill that I have 
just described. 

Senator Hotianp. Then your testimony about the type of soil does 
not carry it with any relation to the altitude at the particular place; 
you are just stating that, geographically, on the site and on the ap- 
proximate north half of the north-south runway, a certain situation 
obtains? 

Mr. Henry. That is right. 

Senator Hotianp. And that approximately on the south half a 
certain situation obtains? 

Mr. Henry. That is right. 

Senator Hotianp. Regardless of the level of the surface at those 
particular points ¢ 

Mr. Henry. That is true. I am not taking into consideration the 
sea level at all.. I haven’t studied it. 

Senator Hoxtxianp. I think that is clear. 

Senator Smith, do you have any questions? 

Senator Smiru. I bath no questions. 

Senator Hortianp. Would the result of your testimony be this: 
either that building with those same soils would be very difficult and 
possibly almost surely unstable, or that if their removal was contem- 
plated, to get down to heavier footing underneath it would be highly 
expensive ¢ 
Mr. Henry. That is my opinion, sir. 


DEPTH TO BEDROCK 


Senator Hottanp. Do you know how far down it is in any of those 
areas to the bedrock ? 

Mr. Henry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. How far? 

Mr. Henry. Our experience has shown that in that northern section, 
northern end of the tip, reasonably hard rock is encountered some- 
where between, say, 30 and 100 feet. 

Senator Hotianp. And this soft material exists down to this rea- 
sonably hard rock? 

Mr. Henry. Yes, sir. 

Senator Horianp. What about the other end of the runway? 

Mr. Henry. Sir, under colluvial or alluvial soils, it is a little diffi- 
cult to say exactly what is underneath them because they have such a 
deep fill themselves. 

In other words, you would have to go a considerable depth. 
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Senator Hotuanp. They are fill; are they? 

Mr. Henry. Yes, sir; they are fill themselves. I imagine you would 
find the same type of material underneath those if you went far 
enough, but you might have to go a hundred feet through water and 
sand to get to those things. 

Senator Hottanp. You do not have actual borings; do you? 

Mr. Henry. No, sir. 


TEST BORINGS 


Senator Hottanp. Have actual borings been made by the engineers 
of the Civil Aeronautics Administration ; if you know? 

Mr. Henry. I don’t know, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. Do you know, Mr. Lynch? 

Mr. Lyncu. I have been there since the airport was proposed. In 
other words, I have been farming the land. And I assume you mean 
by test borings the type they are making here around the Capitol 
now. 

Senator Hotxanp. I would not understand the type. The test bor- 
ings would discover the nature of the substructure, of the earth, at 
any point to which the borings went. 

Mr. Lyncu. Not to my knowledge, Senator. I have bored two 
wells since I have been there. 

Senator Hotzanp. You have testified that in one of them you found 

uicksand, which poured in so that it covered up your equipment. 
What about the other test well? 

Mr. Lyneu. Senator, I have dug 2 and bored 2. I dug two wells 
trying to get water above this rock, but the material pushed the pipes 
so that I could not get a satisfactory well. 

Senator Hotuanp. Is that true as to both of the wells you dug? 

Mr. Lyncu. Yes. One was dug because the other one was not suc- 
cessful; and the second one was not successful, so I bored it out. In 
other words, I dug 2 wells and then bored 1. Neither of the dug 
wells was satisfactory, but the bored well was satisfactory. And we 
struck rock at about 30 feet. That was at an elevation of about 360 
feet. 

At my home, at an elevation of 406 feet, we struck rock at about 
58 feet; and it was continuous rock from there to the bottom, 196 
feet from the top. 

Senator Hotianp. That is where you hit a substantial pool of 
water ? 

Mr. Henry. Yes, sir. A bored well is a 6-inch well; a dug well 
is a 3-foot well. 

Senator Hotianp. I think that is clear. 

Do you have any further questions, Senator Smith ? 

Senator Smirn. No questions, Senator Holland. 


PROPOSED RESERVOIR 


Mr. Lyneu. Senator, may I point out a few other things? 

Since the airport was proposed, the Alexandria Water Co. has 
planned and is now building a reservoir immediately to the south of 
this area. 

I have colored in blue the elevation at which the water would be when 
the dam iscompleted. So far as.Fairfax County is concerned, this will 
be an ideal place for large places from 10 to 100 acres. You will not 
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be able to subdivide much in this area, because it all drains into the 
water company. This is the same as the area west of this road that 
drains into the Washington water supply. 

T have here on the back, in further testimony, a map of the western 
part of Fairfax County, to show how wrong Mr. Howell was in testi- 
fying that this was on a high-level plateau. 


FURTHER DISCUSSION OF ELEVATION 




























I have colored most of the area in Fairfax County; that is, above 
400 feet, in red. This area covers quite an extensive part of Fairfax 

County, and you remember he said the airstrip at 350 was on a high 
plateau; the elevation of the airstrip was vigher than the land 
around it. 

, Right in here it is 450 or 470. Right here at Butts Corner it is 470 
eet. 

Senator Hotianp. You are pointing to areas just west of the pro- 
posed airport; are you not? 

Mr. Lyncu. Yes, sir. Now, to point out these other sites that were 
suggested in that original study: The Pender site lies in here, the 
Herndon site lies in here, the Chantilly site in here. 

I want to point out that each one of these lines on this map repre- 
sents a change in elevation of 20 feet. Could I point to the Burke 
site and show the variation there? 

Each one of these lines represents 20 feet, and this is a map pre- 
pared by the Coast and Geodetic Survey for the Fairfax area. Ac- 
cording to these sites, you can see how much more level this area out 
through here is, 

Senator Hotianp. Do you mean your contour lines? 

Mr. Lynon. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. We cannot see them from back where we are. 
You were pointing out that the contour lines are close together, and. 
many of them show quite great variations in altitude on the Burke site 
as compared with a completely different situation on the other sites 
that you mentioned, where the contour lines are few and far between. 

Mr. Lyncn. Mr. Henry is familiar with the soil in that area, too, 
if you desire to question him pertaining to that area, 

Senator Hotuanp. I do not think we will desire to question him 
further, 

Thank you, sir. 


OPPOSITION TO AIRPORT 












Mr. Lynon. Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, I would like to say that 
those of us who are opposed to the airport in Fairfax County have 
attempted to show that the new airport should not be built at this time, 
because there are other airports around Washington, that can serve the 
need. 

President Eisenhower’s Committee first report recommended this. 
The group supporting Friendship support this. We believe that 
now is the time for economy and not unnecessary spending. We do 
not know what the airport facility needs are for the jet airlines until 
they are in operation. We want to say that, when they are in opera- 
tion, we believe that Burke is not the place, when the time! comes’ to 
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build an airport, because of the impact on Fairfax County. It is too 
close to the communities of Fairfax, Annandale, and Springfield. It 
closes up a good part of the only undeveloped area in Fairfax County 
suitable for concentrated development; that is, the only area that can 
be sewered easily, for it does not drain into a public water supply. 

It destroys an excellent area for large estate development along 
the reservoir of the Alexandria Water Co. It blocks off a good part 
of the southwestern area of the county. The terrain is not suitable. 


OTHER AIRPORTS RECOMMENDED 


We would recommend that you use Friendship or Andrews, or 
both, for the long-distance flights, and National for the short hauls, 
until the jet airliners are in operation, to see what airport facilities are 
needed for the jets; then at that time, if it is decided that a new airport 
is needed, select a site where the impact will not be so great and the 
terrain will not make it so costly. 

Thank you very much for your patience. 

Senator Hotzanp. Thank you, sir. 

Now we will hear Mr. Hugh Young. 


STATEMENT OF HUGH P. YOUNG, SPRINGFIELD, VA. 
OBJECTION TO BURKE AIRPORT 


Mr. Youne. Mr. Chairman, my name is Hugh P. Young. My 
address is Route 1, Box 166, Springfield, Va., which is in Fairfax 
County near the site of the proposed additional National Airport at 
Burke. I own about 9 acres of land there on a part of which I am 
completing my home the hard way, building it for the most part with 
an aching back and calloused hands, but without a mortgage. 

I have a small orchard, vineyard, and a cleared area of about one- 
half acre for a vegetable garden. Clearing this land, plus my home 
site, marked the transition from blistered to calloused hands. The 
backache doesn’t change, so I built up a tolerance for or against it, 
Tam not sure which. 

But at this stage, just when I am about to realize some of the fruits 
of my labor, I do not think that I should further tax my body by im- 
posing upon it a perpetual headache. That is what I believe I shall 
have if an airport is built at Burke and I continue to live in my home. 
I do not want to move away for, after years of struggle, I find that 
my roots have grown deeper because of it. 

That is why I am here to ask the Congress, through this committee, 
to disapprove the request for an appropriation of funds for a new 
airport at Burke, 

I speak only for myself as an individual, and not in any representa- 
tive capacity whatsoever. 


BACKGROUND OF WITNESS 


Senator Hottanp. What is your employment, Mr. Young ? 

Mr. Youne. My employment is with the Office of the General Coun- 
sel of the Navy Department, working mainly on airport matters, but 
I want to make it clear that I am not in any way whatsoever speaking 
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in behalf of the Navy Department. 
vidual views entirely. 

Senator Hotianp. Proceed, sir. 

Mr. Younc. At one time or another during my life I have earned 
my living as a printer, department store advertising manager, com- 
mercial artist, newspaper publisher, and lawyer. I like to think that 
our Senators are senior directors, and our Representatives are junior 
directors, in the business of running our Government. Were they to 
view Government business as a good businessman would view his own 
private business, what would they see ? 

First, they would see that the Federal Government is the biggest 
business on earth, and that the taxpayers of this great country are the 
stockholders in the business, each one having an equal share. 

Next, they would see that a very small group of stockholders are 
exercising their best talents to pressure the management or executive 
branch of this business to wield their wiles to persuade the directors 
to approve a project which would unjustly enrich that small group 
at the expense of and to the detriment of the majority of the stock- 
holders. 





IT am speaking my own indi- 


OTHER AIRPORTS AVAILALLE 


Next, they would see that the business which the majority of the 
stockholders expect the directors to direct for the benefit of the major- 
ity already has title to several airports, and a big financial interest 
in another; all of which could be used to accommodate aircraft serving 
Washington. 

Two of these airports, Friendship and Andrews, are being used 
today by jet aircraft. The owners of Friendship, in which the stock- 
holders have an investment of approximately $3 million, are anxious 
for the Federal Government to use that property. 

In the case of Andrews, which the stockholders own outright, the 
directors would see that the landing area of this field is adequate to 
serve much more jet traffic than it is serving now, or likely will serve 
in the near future. 

Next, the directors would realize that both they and the manage- 
ment branch of this business, in particular the CAA and the military 
departments, have recognized that it is feasible to have both civil and 
military operations on the same field. 

Next, the directors would ask the Airport Use Panel to furnish a 
complete list of the military and civil airports which the stockholders 
own or in which they have a financial interest and on which there are 
both civil and military operations. A director with the reach of Paul 
Bunyan would readily see that the list is as long as his arm. 

Next, they would realize that because both civil and military air- 
craft had been using the same airports for so many years, there is no 
inherent danger in mixed operations. They even would see that 
military jet and civil propeller-type aircraft have been and are today 
operating together on many of the major civil airports of this Nation. 


BOLLING AND ANACOSTIA AIRPORTS 


Next, they would recognize the fact that the stockholders also own 
two additional airports which adjoin each other, and that both of 
them are within a stone’s throw of National. I refer, of course, to 
Bolling and Anacostia. 
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Next, they would verify that the tower at National controls aircraft 
traffic at all three of these fields during IF R—that is, instrument 
flight’ regulations—operations during bad flying weather. 

Next, they would see that all five of the above-named airports, or 
any combination thereof, could and, if necessary, should be used to 
accommodate civil aircraft serving Washington. 

And if this were done, we would not need another civil airport in 
the foreseeable future, 

Next, they would recognize the somber fact that the business which 
the stockholders have elected them to direct is so head over heels in 
debt that the business is paying out approximately 7.5 billion per 
year in interest alone. ‘l’o make them realize how many dollars it 
takes to make just 1 billion, they would remember that just slightly 
over 1 billion minutes have passed since the birth of Christ: 


CLEARING OF “STIBOSMOG”’ 


Next, they would seek all the help they could get in clearing away 
the “stibosmog” so that the facts will be clear and in proper focus, 
for then, and only then, will they be in a position to make a sound 
decision. 

Now, Mr, Chairman, I think I should define the word “stimosbog,” 
for it is one which you will not find in the dictionary. All of us have 
heard that San Francisco has its fog and that Los Angeles has been 
plagued with a combination of smoke and fog, which sometimes settles 
over that great city. Someone called that combination smog. The 
word has been used so frequently that, if not already there, it probably 
will be in the dictionary. 

Well, Washington has been subjected to stibosmog, since 1950, which 
was about the time the Congress was requested to authorize the estab- 
lishment of another airport for Washington, so many impetuous, 
confusing, inconsistent, and misleading statements have been made 
by the proponents of the construction of an airport at Burke that I 
could not find a word to describe figuratively the atmosphere over 
Washington. 

PARTICIPATION OF CAA AND CAB 


So I coined one, “stibosmog,” which means a combination of smog 
and fog, odorized by a stinkbomb. The smog, of course, was created 
by the CAA. It was designed to confuse the public. 

The attempt made by that Administration to lay another blanket 
during its testimony before this committee I believe met with failure. 

A similar attempt made by the CAB obviously met with the same 
fate. I think every taxpayer in this country owes a debt of gratitude 
to the chairman and the other Senators efforts in cutting through 
that blanket. 

But who put the “stibo” into smog? As a lot of people in Fairfax 
County get the drift, which we consider to be the antithesis of 
Chanel No. 5, it seems to come from Washington 

As I see it—I mean, smell it—a lot of the “stibo” is coming from 
the Washington Board of Trade, whose members obviously want the 
business from Washington-bound jet passengers during the daytime, 
but who would give the “business” to the homeowners of Fairfax 
County when it comes to jet noise both in the daytime and in the 
nighttime. 





ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR WASHINGTON AREA 291 


EXCEPT FROM NEWSLETTER 


The following excerpt from the Washington Board of Trade News- 
letter, volume 1, No. 8, of October 19, 1955, will illustrate what I mean: 


Burke Airport still a primary concern * * * we are laying plans to get it 
through Congress as early as possible * * * announcements by major airlines 
of impending jet transportation makes need even more urgent * * * present 
runways at National inadequate for future operations * * * we are watching 
closely * * * working with key people in Virginia * * * Members of Con- 
gress * * * key officials * * *. 


I shall leave it to the discreet consideration of this committee to 
imagine the identity of the “key people in Virginia,” “Members of 
Congress,” and “key officials” with at the Washington Board of 
Trade is working. 

As for me, I shall continue to the greatest possible my boycott of 
Washington business houses. 


NEWSPAPER EDITORIAL 


That the people of Washington were distracted by the noise from 
even propellor-type aircraft is clearly evidenced by a page 1 editorial 
in the Washington Daiy News of November 18, 1955, a part of which I 
shall quote, and the whole of which I shall offer the chairman to 
include in the record of these hearings. 

I quote: 


Praise the Lord and throw away the earplugs. Today we salute the com- 
mercial airlines which in the past have shattered nerves and conversation in 
northwest Washington, awakened napping infants in nearly Arlington, fright- 
ened the dog, ruined pop’s digestion, and caused panic-stricken squirrels to 
abandon trees and burrow underground, like moles. 

We salute them, because they’ve done something about noise. This will be 
good news indeed to the several hundred thousand citizens living in the North- 
west area, and across the river. 

Investigation by this newspaper showed that most noise is caused by outgoing 
planes in low-level, full-power flight, from National Airport’s runways which 
face north and northwest. 

Previously, such flights were permitted to turn right or left as soon as they 
reached 1,200 feet. This put them over congested areas. That’s what caused 
75 percent of the headaches. 

Now flight orders have been changed. 

In the future, all such flights— 


and that means from National’s runways which face north and north- 
west— 


must follow the Potomac River’s course until they are over Chain Bridge. This 


applies to all southbound as well as northbound flights, which take off from 
the runways mentioned. 


If an airliner continues a normal climb, it should have attained between 3,000 
and 4,000 feet by the time it reaches the Chain Bridge check point, and be no 
noise nuisance, no matter which way it turns. 

I would like to offer this at this time, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Hotitanp. The editorial from the Washington Daily News, 
dated November 18, 1955, will be inserted into the record at this point 
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(The editorial referred to follows :) 


[Washington Daily News, November 18, 1955] 


APPLAUSE! 


Praise the Lord and throw away the earplugs! 

Today we salute the commercial airlines which in the past have shattered 
nerves and conversation in Northwest Washington, awakened napping infants 
in nearby Arlington, frightened the dog, ruined pop’s digestion, and caused 
panic-stricken squirrels to abandon trees and burrow underground, like moles. 

We salute them, because they’ve done something about noise. This will be 
good news indeed to the several hundred thousand citizens living in the North- 
west area, and across the river. 

Investigation by this newspaper showed that most noise is caused by outgoing 
planes in low-level, full-power flight, from National Airport's runways which 
face north and northwest. 

Previously, such flights were permitted to turn right or left as soon as they 
reached 1,200 feet. This put them over congested areas. That’s what caused 
75 percent of the headaches. 

Now flight orders have been changed. 

In the future, all such flights must follow the Potomac River’s course until 
they are over Chain Bridge. This applies to all southbound as well as north- 
bound flights, which take off from the runways mentioned. 

If an airliner continues a normal climb, it should have attuined between 3,000 
and 4,000 feet by the time it reaches the Chain Bridge check point, and be no 
noise nuisance, no matter which way it turns. 

A similar bulletin has been issued for planes taking off on south-facing run- 
ways, whether or not those planes are themselves northbound or southbound. 
Such planes have been requested to follow the river to Hunting Creek, south of 
Alexandria, unless otherwise cleared. 

The changes in the take-off procedures follow studies and proposals made by 
the Washington Daily News. After an editorial appeared on September 21, a 
fruitful meeting was held with Gen. Milton Arnold and Willis Player, both vice 
presidents of the Air Transport Association. 

Without getting the least bit technical, the essence of our proposition was this: 

In instrument conditions, use the whole airspace, as now. 

But in clear weather, follow the river channels out of town. 

Examination of weather records, airplane noise studies and local airplane 
flight patterns had convinced us that such a change would do away with, 
statistically, about 75 percent of the noise which caused complaint. You'll find 
the whole story and a map, showing how it will work, on page 4. 

As long as we have an airport as convenient as ours is here in Washington, 
we will have to make up our minds to a certain amount of airplane noise. But 
unnecessary noise can be controlled. 

These changed rules show that the airlines recognize the problem and are 
now going to do something about it. 

The pilots have been furnished bulletins, © map (from which ours on 
p. 4 was traced), and 21-foot-long signs with reflecting letters will be mounted 
on the National Airport runways. Nevertheless, pilots are human and we hope 
that the Washington Airport Survey Committee, which instituted the new pro- 
cedures, the airport control tower and citizens generally will join in policing 
this new procedure until it becomes a habit. 

This has been a swell piece of public relations work on the part of ATA and 
everyone involved, and should result in much good will for the airlines, We'd 
like to lead the applause. 


JET FLIGHTS 


Mr. Youne. Now, Mr. Chairman, if propeller type aircraft disturb 
Washington to this extent, should the Congress foist a jet airport 
upon the citizens of Fairfax C ounty for the benefit of Washington ? 
Burke has no river over which jets may fly. Jet planes from Burke, 
instead, would fly over the finest and fastest growing neighborhood 
in the entire Nation. The jet transports would probably be out of 
Fairfax County before they reached the 3,000- 4,000-foot altitude 
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mentioned in the editorial as a necessary height for mere propeller 
aircraft not to be a nuisance. 

Is there any doubt that jet transports, which make a terrifying 
louder noise, would inflict a deadly blight upon a presently un- 
viata? county ? 

The existing airports should be used, for those airports will con- 
tinue in operation regardless of whether a new airport is built. There 
is no wisdom in creating new blight when it can be avoided, especially 
when it can be avoided as easily and as sensibly as this one could be. 


STATEMENTS OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS 


I regret to say that there seems to be some who still would look 
lightly upon such a calamity befalling our neighborhood. It grieves 
me greatly when I read in a Washington newspaper of January 17, 
1957, a news story of the hearing before this committee on the pre- 
vious day, wherein Senator Potter was quoted as having said: 

I probably would be very unhappy if I wanted to fly from Detroit to Washing- 
ton and wound up in Baltimore. 

Sut it grieved me more, but surprised me less, when that newspaper 
did not see fit to print the quick retort to that statement made by the 
able and charming Senator Smith of Maine, to the effect that perhaps 
some of the other Senators would be just as unhappy if they lived on 
the east side of the Potomac River and wound up at an airport in 
Burke. 

Surely the statement by the Senator from Maine was just as news- 
worthy as the one by the Senator from Michigan. 

As a former newspaperman, I cannot help but wonder if this 
is true journalism, or something else—something perhaps of a jet- 
jittery nature. But the jet jitters which Washingtonians are suffer- 
ing now are as nothing when compared with the “jetmares” which 
they would palm off to those of us who live in Fairfax County, for 
“jetmares” are worse than nightmares. We would be subjected to 
them in the daytime as well as in the nighttime. 


FAILURE TO ACT ON COMMITTEE REQUEST 


The biggest news made at that hearing was in the testimony of the 
spokesman for the CAB, when he told this committee, in effect, that 
the Board did not see any urgency in acting upon the full committee’s 
request of last summer to furnish advice with respect to the feasibility 
of the air carriers’ use of Friendship Airport as such use may affect 
the air-traveling public now using National. 

The gist of the testimony of the CAB spokesman was that the 
Board felt it was up to Congress to act first on the question of ap- 
propriating funds for a new airport, despite the fact that the com- 
mittee had asked for this kind of information so that it would be in a 
position to decide whether it should approve the request for such 
appropriation. 

When the record on this point is so full of news—news which is 
vital to the issue before the Congress—it stunned me when I did not 
see a full report in the Washington papers. Perhaps some wander- 
ing journalist may extract the story from the printed record. 
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ATTITUDE OF AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION 


The record also is clear as to the noncooperative attitude on the part 
of the Air Transport Association on the subject of the use by its mem- 
bers of Friendship Airport by its members. They don’t want to even 
give it a try, and by that I mean a real, honest-to-goodness try, more 
than just a token effort. This attitude arises from the fact that they 
want an airport at Burke. 

One of the association’s representatives, who, incidentally, lives in 
Chevy Chase, which is not in Virginia, habitually attends civic meet- 
ings in Fairfax County and creates the opportunity to tell the citizens 
how happy they would be with a jet airport at Burke. This is really 
adding “stibo” to the smog. 


ADVICE OF EDITOR OF AVIATION DAILY 


The airlines have become so accustomed to getting handouts from 
the taxpayers in one form or another that they have been behaving 
like spoiled brats. It would behoove them to follow the advice given 
them a few years ago by the editor of Aviation Daily, to-wit: 


You are grown up now, so put on your long pants. 


As for me, I say to the ATA: 


Put your own house in order before trying to destroy mine. 


RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 


Mr. Chairman, about 5 years ago Springfield had around 500 peo- 
ple; today it has almost 15,000. The recent growth in the Annan- 
dale town-of-Fairfax area is almost as phenomenal and the popula- 
tion is much greater. These and the other homes around Burke will 
be blighted by a jet airport. 

County residential development, which in recent times has been 

roceeding at the rate of over $1 million per week, will be stymied. 

he owners of homes in Fairfax County, already overburdened with 
real-estate taxes to provide schools and all the other local services 
required by a rapidly expanding population, would have their backs 
almost broken by additional taxes, for it is the homeowner for the most 
part who would have to pay additional taxes to offset the tax revenues 
which would be lost to the county if the Federal Government acquires 
title to the extensive acreage sought for, as all of us know, the local 
government cannot tax Federal property. 

Fort Belvoir, with its 9,500 acres, took a large part of the county 
from the tax rolls. With the other Federal property in the county, 
also nontaxable, I respectfully submit that the taking of additional 
land in the county by the Federal Government should not be approved. 
I think I am especially justified in saying this when the Federal Gov- 
ernment already has three airports which could and should be used by 
air traffic serving Washington. 

In addition, Friendship Airport is pleading for the jet traffic of 
tomorrow which it can accommodate both today and tomorrow. Until 
such time as all four of these airports, plus National, are so congested 
with air traffic as to jeopardize the safety of the crews and passen- 
gers—a condition which certainly does not exist today, nor will exist 
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in the near future—I again respectfully submit that it would be the 
sheerest folly for the Congress to appropriate additional funds for 
another airport. 


NEED FOR CAUTION AND THRIFT 


It may be that rapid advancements in the design and characteristics 
of future aircraft will make it unnecessary to have airports as we 
think of them today. Perhaps we shall have to use water instead of 
land as our airports of tomorrow. In any event, however, when the 
size of our national debt is considered, even the poorest of businessmen 
would exercise caution and thrift, for no business, and, by the same 
token, no government can grow strong by continually going deeper 
into debt. We rely upon our financial strength as one of our greatest 
assets in the world struggle. To continually jeopardize that asset is 
more than foolhardy ; it is suicide. The enemies of this country would 
certainly take comfort, and good Americans do not comfort the 
Nation’s enemies. 

Now, in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I earnestly ask the Congress to 
deny the request for additional appropriations for an airport in 
Fairfax County, Va. Please accept my most sincere thanks for allow- 
ing me the privilege to present my views to this honorable committee. 
That this committee and the Congress may be given divine guidance 
during their deliberations is my prayer. 

Senator Hotianp. Thank you very much, Mr. Young. 

I have one more name: Hallie J. Garber. That name was handed 
me today to be added to the list to be carried over. 


STATEMENT OF HALLIE J. GARBER, REAL ESTATE BROKER, 
WASHINGTON, D. C. 


EFFECT OF AIRPORT ON LAND VALUES 


Mr. Garser. My name is Hallie J. Garber. I am a specialist in 
sales of land in Fairfax County, and am a broker. 

Senator Hotianp. Do you live in the county ? 

Mr. Garser. No; I live in Washington. 

I attended a meeting here last week in which the testimony was given 
with regard to the concern that the airport would have on the land 
values in the area, and although I had not intended to speak due to the 
fact that I have made many sales in the area, I wanted to bring the 
point out that the effect on the land values has already been deter- 
mined ; the fact that the discussion of a port in the area affects the sale 
of land where the proposed port would be, similar to the CIA. When 
the CIA was discussed, the land values in Langley increased sub- 
stantially. 

Now, to bring out a point with regard to this, we will take one tract 
of land that most of the people in the room know about, and that is 
the Bristow tract, which has about 1,800 acres in there. I had that 
listed about 6 years ago. I believe the price then was about $800 an 
acre. During the past 5 years the discussions on the airport have been 
in the newspapers, and the sale price of the land when it was sold 
here, 2 parcels, I believe, one 600 acres and another 800 acres, to 2 
different builders, the price was not stagnant, it was not affected by 
the proposal of the port. The price of the land at the last sale, [ 
believe, was in the neighborhood of $2,000 an acre. 
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The surrounding owners of the land in the area seemed to be con- 
cerned that it will affect their land, that it will depreciate it. But I 
don’t believe the port will do that. I believe that if the port goes in 
there, that the land values will be enhanced. That is my opinion. 

Now, like one of the members here that gave testimony before, the 
land between the port and the Occoquan is zoned so that it is not 
suitable for subdivision purposes in the first place. In the second 
place, the drainage in there and the sewer problems are such that it 
could not be subdivided into small tracts. In other words, if the land 
was sold, it would have to be sold in large parcels, it would not be 
concentrated area, and the values that are on the land as agriculture 
now, with the port going in there, would certainly be enhanced, the 
value of the land would be enhanced. 

Senator Hotianp. Mr. Garber, do you mean that the value would 
be enhanced for all purposes, or do you mean that some uses which 
would then become available would allow a greater value to be im- 
posed than the values now prevailing for residential or farm or 
other such use that is now being made of it? 

Mr. Garser. The use of the land now is primarily farmland. There 
is a lot of it that is not used for anything. It is just wooded sections 
that are there. But I believe that if the port did go in there, that 
the people that have concern about the value of the land need not have 
that concern. 

Senator Hotianp. You do not mean that a person now occupying a 
residence which would be just beyond the flight strip, and just beyond 
any additional distance beyond the flight strip as to which an easement 
would be required, it does not mean that that person living there 
now would find his residence more desirable to live in and more 
desirable for residential use; does it ? 

Mr. Garser. No. There will be certain portions, certain housing 
developments that are in there now that probably will be affected. 
But I mean the overall picture of the sale of the land, in my experi- 
ence, has been that any effect on the land would be to enhance it 
instead of to devaluate it. 

Senator Hotitanp. Do you mean that for use as industrial sites or 
transportation location sites, or restaurants, or things of that kind, 
serving the airport, that you think there would be a greater value 
than now prevails? 

Mr. Garser. That is right. 






































EFFECT ON HOUSING VALUES 
Senator Hotianp. But you do not mean to suggest there will not 
be a large number of residences which would be rendered not com- 
fortable places to live in; do you? 

Mr. Garser. You may look at that in two points. Some people 
that are there now maybe feel that the nuisance is too great for them, 
but there will be other people that will come in, that probably work 
in the port, that would not be concerned about that. 

Senator Hotianp. Do you think they would pay more for the 
homes ? 
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Mr. Garser. I do not believe they would pay any more for the 
homes, but I do not believe that the homes ward be depreciated in 
value. 

One point I wanted to bring out was: In the last 5 years, of course, 
this discussion has been underway and I have sold probably 4 differ- 
ent subdivisions in there. There was never once that the question of 
the proposed port entered into the sale of the property. And build- 
ers are pretty shrewd buyers. But there never was any one time that 
a contract was contingent upon the port going in there or that the sale 
price was affected by the proposed port. All the builders that I have 
sold paid top dollar for their lots. I have sold them at Ravensworth 
Grove for a new high school; I have sold them in the town of Fairfax, 
112 in there, 50 more in there. 

Senator Smrrx. Do you mean for residences? 

Mr. Garser. For residences. So I don’t think that the people that 
are in the area have any concern with regard that it will devaluate 
the property. I think it will enhance it. 

Senator Hotianp. Thank you very much, sir. 

Some witness in the hearing the other day made the statement that 
some of the officials of the Washington Board of Trade had acquired 
substantial sites adjoining or close to the proposed airport at the time 
of its original discussion or since that time. I think that that is a 
matter that might well be checked upon. 


ADDITIONAL STATEMENT OF EDWIN LYNCH 


ACQUISITION OF LAND AT AIRPORT SITE BY BOARD MEMBERS 


Mr. Lyncu. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Reisner, who made that statement, 
asked me to correct it my testimony, and I forgot. May I correct it at 
this time? 

Senator Hotnanp. Very well. 

Mr, Lyncu. He made the statement, I believe, that Mr. Carr, who 
was the immediate past president of the board of trade, had acquired 
between 2,000 and 3,000 acres since the Burke Airport was proposed. 
That was not entirely true. He acquired, prior to the airport, about 
1947 or 1948, 2,500 acres at Springfield and west of Springfield. Since 
the airport was proposed, he acquired 800 acres of what Mr. Garber 
speaks of as the Bristow tract, and those were the tracts that he was 
talking about. 

He asked me to correct, and I am sorry I forgot. 

Senator Hotianp. Where is this Bristow tract located, with refer- 
ence to the proposed airport? 

Mr. Lyncu. That is between 314 and 4 miles northeast. If you 
would like, I will show you on the map that I have here. 

This is the airport and this is the tract in which the 800 acres are 
located. The 2,300 acres, that is north of the railroad, between Brad- 
dock Road and the railroad and Accotink Run, It does not include 
all that area, but that is the general location. The 2,300 acres run 
from Back Lick Road out to Rolling Road, and 300 acres in here, 
south of Keene Mill Road. 

Senator Hottanp. Do we understand that the 2,300 acres and the 
300 acres were acquired before the authorization legislation and 
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the eo acres were acquired later; is that the substance of your testi- 
mony ? 

Mr. Lynon. That is right. 

The access road was proposed to a along the Southern Railroad. 
That is what the CAA had proposed. The county of Fairfax said 
that if they had to have an airport they are suggesting another road. 


But that is what Mr. Reisner desired that I correct in the record for 
him. 
REASON FOR INCREASE IN SALE PRICE OF TRACT 


I would like to say in addition that it was my wife’s family who 
bought the Bristow tract and sold it. But the difference in sale 
price was because of the sewer. It had nothing, in my opinion, to do 
with the airport. The county bonded itself to the tune of $20 million 
to put in a sewer in the eastern part of Fairfax County, and one of 
the sewers goes through this area. 


ADDITIONAL CHARGES 


Senator Hortuanp. Was there any other official of the Washing- 
ton Board of Trade who was charged by the witness Reisner, or any 
other witness— 

You were here throughout the hearings, were you? 

Mr. Lyncn. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotitanp. With having acquired property in contempla- 
tion of the construction of dedication of the airport? 

Mr. Lynen. His charge was not in contemplation, it was after 
the Burke Airport was proposed. But I believe he may have inferred 
that it was because of the Burke Airport that he made these purchases. 

He also mentioned Mr. Rolfs, who has an area of 100-some acres 
right in here. I mean that was purchased—he gave the date, I am 
not familiar with it—but it was 1953 or 1954. That is the area. 

Senator Hottanp. Someone made some reference to a gentleman 
who made an economic report of Fairfax County having come in and 
purchased considerable land nearby the airport. To whom was that 
reference made ? 

Mr. Lyncn. That was Mr. Homer Hoyt, who made an economic 
survey for the county. The land lies right in here, part of which is 
within the area of taking easements. 

Senator Hottanp. Was that acquired after the authorization of the 
airport ? 

Mr. Lyneu. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. What is the size of that area? 

Mr. Lyncu. I have no knowledge as to the exact size. It is between 
300 and 500 acres, I believe. 


PREVIOUS HEARINGS 


Senator Hotzanp. I note in the hearings of last year the statement 
made by Mr. Rolfs relative to Mr. Hoyt was this: 


He has repeated his statement that the proposed Burke Airport would be of 
great advantage to Fairfax County. In fact, he backed up his contention by 
buying some 600 acres of land close to the proposed Burke Airport site where he 
is planning on building a model residential community. 
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Is that the site you pointed out? yal 

Mr. Lynou. No, I believe there are two tracts. The majority of 
the tract is right in here. : 

Senator Hoitanp. That is just north of the airport? 

Mr. Lyncu. Just north of the airport, on Rabbit Branch, as I 
understand it. 

I would like to say, Senator, that in 1937 I worked for my ype! 
who was farming at that time. He had acquired small tracts an 
we have been investing in real estate since that time. In 1945 a 
family partnership was organized and I was made manager of that 
family partnership, and that is a real-estate investment firm. So I 
do have some knowledge of the land, but the detailed, specific knowl- 
edge slips my memory. And I would like to say that this real-estate 
firm which I manage, the family partnership, has not acquired any 
of this area since the airport was propane ; : 

Senator Hotianp. Not acquired any land close to the airport since 
it was proposed ¢ 

Mr. Lynen. Yes. 

Senator Hoixianp. To get back to Mr. Reisner’s statement: Do I 
understand from you that he has asked you to clear up any suggestion 
that might have been incurred from his earlier statement that Mr. 
Carr had been guilty of any impropriety in his acquisition of lands in 
that area? 

Mr. Lyncu. I don’t believe he meant to infer that. I don’t think 
he had that in mind. 

I would like to say I do not believe that myself, because his acquisi- 
tions were a good investment. Most of it was made prior to the air- 
port, some afterwards, but that was because it was the land that was 
available to sewer, in this area here. 


CORRESPONDENCE 
(See p. 84) 


Senator Hotianp. I think that will clear up that particular part of 
the matter. 


We are not closing the record today because we have asked for some 
information from the airlines and the State airport authority. We 
also have some letters. 

I have just received a long letter from the Civil Aeronautics Board 
et the 23d, which we may or may not wish to place in the 
record. 

We also have requests from the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Asso- 
ciation and the National Business Aircraft Association, Inc., which 
came several days ago and which I will ask to be incorporated in the 
record at this point. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 


CrivIn AERONAUTICS Boarp, 


Washington, January 28, 1957. 
Hon. Spessarp L. HOLuAnp, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Drak SENATOR HOLLAND; On January 16, 1957, during the course of the Appro- 
priations Subcommittee hearing on the question of the Burke Airport, you re- 
quested a letter from the Board as to when the Board’s investigation into the 
adequacy of service at Washington, D. C., would be set down for hearing. I am 
pleased to inform you that the prehearing conference in this case—which is the 
formal step immediately preceding the hearing—has been set down for February 
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7, 1957. At that time the various parties will attempt to agree on the detailed 
issues in this proceeding, on the nature of the evidence to be presented, and on 
dates for the succeeding procedural steps in the case. 

In addition, the Board is instituting an investigation into the question of the 
adequacy of air service at Baltimore, Md. In order to proceed rapidly to an 
early decision, both hearings are being consolidated. 

I am informed by Mr. FitzGerald of our staff that his testimony before your 
subcommittee on January 16, 1957, may have been subject to the interpretation 
that the Board has not desired to resolve the question of diverting Washington 
flights to Friendship Airport until after the Congress has determined whether 
or not an airport at Burke should be constructed. I wish, most emphatically, to 
state that that is not the position of the Board as I am sure you will agree from 
a review of the actions which have already been taken by the Board with 
respect to this matter. On the contrary, these actions have been taken with the 
objective of more expeditiously resolving this problem than would be possible 
through the vehicle of the formal proceeding. ‘These actions are the following: 

On July 30, 1956, the Board instituted the investigation into adequacy of air 
service at Washington, D. C., which is the only statutory means whereby the 
Board will be in a position, if the evidentiary record supports such action, to 
divert flights from the Washington National Airport to Friendship International. 
At the time the Board instituted this proceeding it recognized that if, after 
hearing, the evidence in the case would not permit a finding of present inadequacy 
of service at Washington, D. C., the Board would be powerless to take any affir- 
mative action ordering that certain flights be transferred from Washington 
National to Friendship. The Board also recognized that even if the evidence 
were to support a finding of a present inadequacy of service at Washington, the 
ease would fail unless the evidence also would support a finding by the Board 
that such inadequacy would in fact be remedied by the transfer of certain flights 
to Friendship. Because of the limitations on the Board’s statutory authority 
and in view of the difficulties, both legal and evidentiary, existing in this case, 
the Board desired that all possible avenues be explored in order to achieve on a 
voluntary basis a result comparable to the possible solution in the formal 
investigation. These informal steps are outlined below. 

At the time the Board ordered the Washington investigation, the Board 
stated publicly that it would look with favor upon any applications by the 
earriers filed pursuant to section 202.3 of the Board’s Economic Regulations to 
voluntarily serve Washington through Friendship International in addition to 
Washington National Airport. No such applications voluntarily seeking this 
authority have been filed by the earriers. 

Also, at the time the Board ordered its Washington investigation, the Board 
stated publicly that it would be willing to discuss the entire problem of schedul- 
ing Washington flights into the Friendship Airport with the 14 domestic certifi- 
cated air carriers than authorized to serve Washington. Pursuant to this, on 
August 21, 1956, a letter was sent to the president of each airline serving Wash- 
ington, inquiring as to whether the carrier had considered the feasibility of 
offering service to Washington through Friendship International and, if so, 
whether there were any conditions or arrangements the carrier might consider 
essential to such a service. Any suggestions that the carrier might have were 
welcomed and it was indicated that an informal] joint meeting with the interested 
earriers might be arranged. The responses of the carriers contained no indi- 
eation of a willingness to serve Washington through Friendship International. 

Thereupon, the Board's staff developed the following nine specific proposals 
for consideration by the carriers: 

1. Transferring all cargo flights to Friendship: 

2. Transferring to Friendship all international flights (including Canada 
and Bermuda) ; 

3. A plan for routing some incoming flights to Friendship on instrument- 
landing days at Washington National when traffic is seriously backlogged, 
accompanied by a plan for good ground tarnsportation on such occasions; 

4. Establishing a restriction against service to Washington National and 
Friendship on the same flight; 

5. Operating certain peak-hour flights out of Friendship if it becomes 
impossible for Washington National to handle all peak-hour flights at the 
desired times; 


6. Transferring to Friendship all interchange flights now operated through 
Washington National; 


ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR WASHINGTON AREA 301 


7. Providing dependable surface transportation between Friendship and 
the major Washington hotels as a means of encouraging use of Friendship; 
8. Transferring to Friendship all flights on which the first stop out of 

Washington is more than 1,500 miles away. 

9. Operating out of Friendship all new flights where the origin or desina- 
tion is Washington. 

These proposals were thoroughly considered at a conference on December 
12, 1956, at which all carriers serving Washington were represented. In no 
instance did any of the proposals appear to the carriers to be a feasible means 
of meeting their traffic problems in serving Washington. Conferences have 
also been held with persons representing ground transportation facilities and 
with representatives of the Greater Baltimore Committee. These actions of the 
Board appear to have exhausted the Board’s efforts to achieve the transfer of 
flights from Washington National Airport to Friendship on a voluntary basis. 
Therefore, the Board is now prepared to proceed with the formal investigation. 

Please be assured that the Board will process the Washington and Baltimore 


investigations as expeditiously as possible within the provisions of applicable 
procedural rules. 


Sincerely yours, 
CHAN GuRNEY, Acting Chairman. 





ALRCRAFT OWNERS & PILOTS ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., January 17, 1957. 
Hon. Spessanyp L, LloLLANp, 
Chairman, Appropriations Subcommittee for the Department of Commerce 
and Related Agencies, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear SENATOR: It has come to our attention that members of your com- 
mittee, studying the urgent need for more aircraft landing facilities in the 
Washington area, have suggested as an emergency measure the prohibiting of 
private and business aircraft landings on National Airport. We believe that 
such a restriction could not be supported by a member of the committee having 
adequate information about the nature of the general aviation traffic at the 
Washington terminal. 

If it will be at all helpful, we should like very much to be given an opportunity 
to discuss this aspect of the problem with your committee and expand on the 
following general information in as much detail as you wish. 

Today an increasing number of top echelon officials in commerce and industry 
use private and business aireraft to save time and conserve valuable human 
energy. About 6,000 corporations now operate more than 20,000 airplanes (not 
for hire). To bar such planes from using National Airport would be fantastic, 
because they carry a large percentage of the company officials who come to 
Washington to work out research, scientific, and production details in connection 
with civil and military contracts. The above suggested restriction would mean, 
that many keymen in our national economy would be delayed in getting in and 
out of Washington, while airline deluxe and tourist schedules, frequently having 
little to do with the Nation’s business. would be using valuable airport facilities, 
time, and space. ° 

A substantial number of airline schedules which stop at Washington provide 
through-tourist-type service, the importance of which should be evaluated 
before there is resort to any form of restrictions as a means of regulating terminal 
air traffic. The importance of military landings at National Airport should also 
be evaluated, in view of the fact that several military airports are in or near 
the Washington area. 

The tower count of aircraft operations in and out of Washington National 
Airport during fiscal 1956 is reported as follows by the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration : 


Number of 

Classification : operationa 

ie COP TIOE saci nbicie icc ntidmnkedeecdeteaima __ 199, 380 

eee Ge DO ia cceccakiniccaeoe nd hen 4 cede $2, 411 
Military 


lila ci tae on-site is Siew etal 9, 099 
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It is estimated that there are now about 88,000 certified civil aircraft in the 
United States, of which only 1,690. are owned by airlines.. A recent estimate of 
active aircraft follows: 


The number of active United States civil aircraft 


Private and business, single engine 

Private and business, twin- and multi-engine 
Air taxi services, 80 percent single engine 
Airline, twin- and multi-engine 

Flying club, single engine 


The number of civil airports in the United States 


Publicly owned 
Privately owned, public use 


Total 
1 Notr.—Only 548 airports are used by scheduled airlines. 


Aviation facilities planners now realize that airline statistics alone do not tell 
the air-traffic story. For example: 


Airline Private and busi- 
City pop- ness (in and out) 
ulation 
Airport (1950 | | 
census) | Aircraft | Passen- | Aireraft | Passen- 
opera- | gersin opera- gers in 
tions | and out tions and out 


| | 
sania hatte ie 
| 


i 


Allentown, Pa_____- Beet pick teehee ee a 106, 756 9,996 | 52, 500 26, 22 | 65, 560 
Asheville, N. C___. Jiasie 53, 000 10,153 | 46, 600 12,180 | 30, 450 
Bakersfield, Calif.__. b Fishel 34-9 -vah tT RE 5,743 | 32,300 32,615 | 81, 530 
Baton Rouge, La------ 25, 624 15,296 | 68, 450 21, 669 | 54, 170 
Billings, Mont A a oes : : 14,413 | 92, 862 20, 769 51, 920 
Charleston, 8. C___- eee 15,429 | 79,434| 12215 | 30,530 
Daytona Beach, Fla_.........-....-.-. ogladese% q 7 2, 033 56, 100 15, 157 37, 890 


Flint, Mich_--_-_- ‘ J e 12, 613 53, 600 31, 785 79, 460 
Fort Wayne, Ind 33,607 | 15,203 | 76,660| 30,798 | 76, 900 


Most of the aviation facilities planning to date has been based on airline opera- 
tion and passenger volume statistics made available in reports to the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board. Statistics covering general aviation flight operations are avail- 
able only at about 180 airports where CAA people make a monthly tower count 
report. No general aviation passenger figures are reported by any Government 
agency, regardless of the fact that general aviation passenger traffic now exceeds 
airline passenger traffic at most of the airports serving medium and small cities. 

Cordially, 


J. B. Harrranrt, Jr., President. 
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NATIONAL BUSINESS AIRCRAFT ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Washington, D. C., January 19, 1957. 
Hon. SPEssARD L. HOLLAND, 
Chairman, Appropriations Subcommittee for the 
Department of Commerce and Related Agencies, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Senator: As interested aviation industry observers at the subcom- 
mittee’s hearings held Wednesday, January 16, the National Business Aircraft 
Association noted with dismay the suggestion that Washington National Airport 
be subjected to CAA regulation which would bar all aircraft except scheduled air 
carriers from the use of National Airport. 

The National Business Aircraft Association, as representative of more than 
375 of the Nation’s leading industrial corporations using their own aircraft as an 
integral part of their management’s transportation, wishes to be placed on record 
as unalterably and unequivocally opposing such a suggested banning of business- 
owned aircraft from Washington National Airport. 

The phenomenal growth of the use of business-owned aircraft since 1946 is 
a matter of record. At present more than 19,000 single-engined and 3,000 multi- 
engined aircraft are owned and operated by corporations and are actively engaged 
in business flying. 

This is to be compared with some 1,300 scheduled airline transports used daily 
in domestic service. 

Business flying in 1956 accounted for an estimated 4,730,000 hours of flying in 
comparison to an estimated 3,750,000 hours flown by the scheduled airlines. The 
mileages flown, the passengers carried, and the taxes paid to the Federal Govern- 
ment by business aviation exceed those of the scheduled airlines. The payment 
of corporate taxes into funds that provide for these airports by industry using 
business aircraft far exceeds those comparable taxes paid by the airline industry. 

At the moment the suggestion was made to CAA that only scheduled airlines 
should be permitted to use Washington National Airport there were 44 business 
aircraft visiting at Washington National Airport; the following day 43 more 
business aircraft made use of the airport’s facilities; 233 passengers arrived on 
these 2 days. 

Enclosed is a detailed listing of the types of aircraft, their owners, and their 
departure points for those 2 days. It is a typical cross section of our vast 
American industry. 

To deny these businessmen the use of Washington National Airport is to place 
artificial obstacles in the path of the free flow of information, the vital liaison 
between Government and business, which has proven to be the lifeblood of our 
democratic form of government. 

The National Business Aircraft Association is always at the service of our 
distinguished Members of Congress to act as a source of information regarding 
the use of airports, airspace, or in other matters concerning the use of business 
aircraft by our country’s industry. 

Cordially, 
JOSEPH B. Burns, 
Evecutive Vice President. 


(See pp. 66 and 67 for List of Business Aircraft Landings 
referred to.) 


87317—57———-20 
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COMMITTEE PROCEDURE 


Senator Ho.tianp. We are not closing the hearing. I believe we 
have heard all witnesses that have offered to testify, other than one 
who was listed the other day and did not appear, Joseph S. Young, 
and who has been listed today and has not appeared. I have no idea 
what Mr. Young’s position was. I think we will close the hearing 
with reference to private testimony and confine the record from here 
on to requests that the committee may or may not decide to make in 
the future. 

Thank you very much. 

(Whereupon, at 4:30 p. m., Wednesday, January 23, 1957, the sub- 
committee recessed, to reconvene subject to the call of the Chair.) 
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WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 30, 1957 


Unrrep Srates SENATE, 
SuBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 2 p. m., pursuant to recess, in room F-39, 
the Capitol, Senator Spessard L. Holland (chairman of the subcom- 
mittee) presiding. 
Present : Senators Holland and Smith. 


AppirionaL Arrport FAcILiries 


COMMISSION To StTuDY THE FEASIBILITY AND ADVISABILITY OF ESTABLISHING AN 
ATRPORT AUTHORITY FOR THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


STATEMENTS OF CHARLES R. FENWICK, CHAIRMAN; AND 
J. MAYNARD MAGRUDER, MEMBER 


CREATION OF COMMISSION 


Senator Hottanp. The subcommittee will please come to order. 

We have invited the Honorable Charles R. Fenwick, State senator 
from Virginia and chairman of a commission to study the feasibility 
of establishing an airport authority for the State of Virginia, to ap- 
pear and testify if he saw fit to do so, 

Is Senator Fenwick here? 

Mr. Fenwick. I am here, sir. 

Senator Hottanp. How are you, sir. We are glad to see you. 

Mr. Fenwick. Senator, on behalf of the Virginia Commission and 
Mr. Magruder, I want to express our appreciation for your courtesy 
in inviting us to appear. 

This is my colleague Mr. Magruder, who is also a member of the 
commission and a former member of the general assembly of Vir- 
ginia. 

We are sorry that we could not be present when you invited us on 
last Thursday, but we availed ourselves of the first opportunity. 

Senator Hottanp. All right, sir, you may proceed, SE Hntor. 


STATE SENATE RESOLUTION 


Mr. Fenwick. At the outset I would like to file with the subcom- 
mittee, Senator Holland, a copy of senate joint resolution No. 21 of 
the State senate of Virginia which created this commission and 
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which sets forth its powers. I do not know whether you desire to 
have it read at this time. It sets forth rather broad powers for such 
an authority if it were to be established. 

The purpose of this commission is to study and determine the feasi- 
bility of creating such an authority for the State of Virginia, and, 
if such an authority was created, what its powers would be. 

Senator Horianp. Without objection, the resolution of the State 
assembly will be incorporated in the record. 

(The resolution referred to follows :) 


Patrons: Senators Fenwick, Long, Perrow, Jr., and Harrison, Jr. 


Senate Joint Resolution No. 21, providing for a study of the feasibiilty and advisability 
of establishing an airport authority for the State of Virginia 


Whereas phenomenal advances have been and are being made in the develop- 
ment of aircraft and air transportation; and 

Whereas the need for and use of air transportation and the facilities therefor 
in this Commonwealth have increased substantially, and it appears that the 
rate of such increase in the immediate future will be accelerated: and 

Whereas it appears that there now exists in the Commonwealth a deficiency 
in airport facilities, which deficiency promises to become increasingly acute; and 

Whereas it appears desirable to consider the establishment of an airport 
authority to meet the growing needs of this Commonwealth for additional air- 
port facilities to enable this Commonwealth to assume and maintain its rightful 
and proper place in the field of air transportation: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate of Virginia, the House of Delegates concurring, That 
there be, and hereby is, created and established a special commission, to be 
known as the Airport Facilities Study Commission, to make a study and report 
upon the following matters: 

(1) The feasibility and advisability of establishing an airport authority for 
the State of Virginia, with some or all of the following powers: 

(a) To acquire, operate, and construct sueh airports, air terminals, and air 
terminal and air navigation facilities as may be required to assure that the air 
transportation needs of Virginia are adequately served ; 

(b) To negotiate and enter into agreements with the United States, the State 
of Virginia or any of its political subdivisions, and any person, firm, or corpora- 
tion for the acquisition by and transfer to it of property required to carry out 
its purposes ; 

(c) To accept gifts of money and property which may be used for its proper 
purposes from the United States, the Commonwealth of Virginia or any of its 
political subdivisions, and from any person, firm, or corperation ; 

(d@) To borrow money and secure the repayment of the same by pledge of its 
properties and income, and to issue revenue bonds, without obligating the Com- 
monwealth of Virginia or any of its political subdivisions therefor ; 

(e) To sue and be sued; to adopt a seal and alter the same at pleasure; to 
have perpetual succession; and to make and exeeute contracts and other instru- 
ments necessary or convenient to the exercise of its powers; 

(fy To employ such technical experts and such other officers, agents, and 
employees as it. may require, and to fix their qualifications and duties, and their 
compensation within the limits of available funds; 

(g) To acquire, establish, construct, enlarge, improve, maintain, equip; oper- 
ate, and regulate the use of any airports, air landing fields, structures, air navi- 
gation facilities, and other property incidental thereto; 

(h) To construct, install, maintain, and operate facilities for the servicing of 
aircraft and for the accommodation of cargo, freight, mail, express, etc., and 
comfort of air travelers, and to purchase and sell equipment and supplies as an 
incident to the operation of’ its airport facilities ; 

(i) To determine rates and charges for the use of its airport and other 
facilities ; 

(7) To enforce all rules, regulations, and statutes relating te its airports, in- 
eluding airport zoning regulations ; 

(k) To exercise such powers and authority with respect to airports and air 
navigation facilities as may be conferred by law upon the governing bodies of the 
counties and cities of the Commonwealth; 
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(l) To make and enforce rules and regulations for the management and regu- 
lation of its business and affairs and for the use, maintenance, and operation of 
its facilities and properties; 


(m) To engage directly or through its agents or employees in the operation 
for profit of concessions in connection with its airports and other facilities, in- 


cluding the sale of airplanes and aircraft fuel, or to grant such privileges and 
concessions to others; 


(n) To have sole authority to exercise its powers and be responsible for its 
actions, to the end that neither the State of Virginia nor other political sub- 
divisions thereof shall incur liability for any actions of the airport authority; 


(0) Such other powers as may be appropriate and necessary for the carrying 
out of the purposes of this resolution. 


(2) Whether there now resides with the State Corporation Commission suffi- 
cient authority to meet the demonstrated present and prospective needs of air 
transportation within the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

The Commission shall be composed of eleven members, of whom one shall be 
appointed by the State Corporation Commission from its own membership, three 
shall be appointed from the Senate by the President thereof, four shall be ap- 
pointed from the House of Delegates by the Speaker thereof, and three shall 
be appointed from the State at large by the Governor, who shall designate some 
member of the Commission as Chairman thereof. 

The State Corporation Commission shall cooperate with the Airport Facilities 
Study Commission and furnish it with such data and assistance as it may require. 
In providing such cooperation and assistance, the State Corporation Commission 
is specifically authorized and requested to make such expenditures as may reason- 
ably be required out of any funds which may now or hereafter be available to it 


for the promotion of aviation and the administration of the aviation laws of the 
Commonwealth. 


The Commission shall complete its study and make its report to the Governor 
and General Assembly as soon as may be, but not later than the first day of July, 
nineteen hundred fifty-six. 


NEED FOR INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT 


Mr. Fenwick. Prior to the creation of this commission there had 
been a good deal of study given to the question of industrial develop- 
ment in the State of Virginia. We have 98 counties and 31 cities in 
Virginia. Many of those counties are rural counties. And, although 
a good deal of industry has come into the State, there has been very 
little effort to determine what is the economic need of each locality. 
And many of those localities are not able to support local government 
through present revenues. 

So it has been concluded that there must be diversified industry in 
those localities to bring greater income to the communities. 

More and more there has been tied in with these studies the conclu- 
sion that adequate airport facilities must be available, that if you are 
going to have industry come into a community there must be airport 
facilities there or close by. 


INCREASE IN PRIVATE FLYING 


In our hearings it has been brought out that there is a tremendous 
increase in executive flying, that many of these industries have their 
own planes, and that approximately $94 million was spent last year 
for this type of airplane. At present between 60,000 and 80,000 such 
private planes are being operated. At the present, two-thirds of the 
hours flown are by business or commercial nonairline planes. Most 
of these aircraft require airports which are equipped for instrument 
flying. 
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Our own director of the division of planning and economic develop- 
ment of the Virginia State Conservation Commission stated there was 
a great need in Virginia for adequate airport facilities in attracting 
industry. 

We have had before our commission the directors of the airports in 
Norfolk, Roanoke, Newport News, and Richmond. They all testified 
that there was a great need for additional airfields for commercial 
aviation, that executive aircraft were being increasingly used by 
industry, and that industry is demanding adequate airport facilities. 
They testified that adequate airport facilities have brought much 
industry into their areas and that land values have increased adjacent 
to the airports. These values were estimated as having doubled in 
Richmond and having increased as much as 414 times in Roanoke. 

They testified that there have been few objections from property 
owners in the areas in which the airports are built, and that many 
subdivisions had sprung up in the airport vicinities, which was very 
surprising to me. 


OPERATION BY STATE AIRPORT AUTHORITY 


All testified that the establishment of airports had brought direct 
and indirect tax benefits to the communities and the State. They all 
stated that an airport authority operated by the State was superior 
to an airport being operated by a municipality. An authority is more 
flexible and can more efficiently operate the airport through the issu- 
ance of revenue bonds, acquisition of industrial sites and business 
resources in connection with the airport. 


LETTER OF SECRETARY OF COMMERCE WEEKS 


Shortly after our commission was formed Governor Stanley of 
Virginia received a letter dated May 23, 1956, from Secretary of 
Commerce Sinclair Weeks. That letter reads as follows: 


DEAR GOVERNOR STANLEY: The recent action of the State of Virginia in estab- 
lishing the airport facilities study commission to study and report, among other 
things, on the feasibility and advisability of establishing an airport authority 
for the State of Virginia has been noted with interest by the Department of 
Commerce. 

As you know, the Department, through the Civil Aeronautics Administration, 
now operates Washington National Airport, the major metropolitan airport for 
the Washington area, and located within your State. Additionally, we have 
recommended the construction of a second airport to serve the Washington area, 
the location of which has recently been recommended by the Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee of the United States Senate to be in the vicinity of 
Burke, Va. We have already made a study of the advisibility of operating 
both of these airports through the medium of a public authority. 

It would, therefore, seem most appropriate for representatives of the Depart- 
ment of Commerce to meet with representatives of the Virginia Airport Facilities 
Study Commission in order that they might discuss, plan and coordinate mat- 
ters of mutual interest. 

If you share my thoughts and will designate someone to represent the State 
of Virginia, I will designate the Under Secretary of Commerce for Transporta- 
tion, Mr. Louis S. Rothschild, to serve as the representative of the Department 
of Commerce. 

Sincerely yours, 
SINcLAIR WEEKs, 
Secretary of Commerce, 
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CONFERENCE WITH COMMERCE DEPARTMENT OFFICIALS 


Pursuant to Secrtary Week’s request, the Governor of Virginia ap- 
pointed me to represent the State of Virginia in this matter since I 
was chairman of the study commission. A conference was had with 
Mr. Louis Rothschild, and Mr. Rothschild and his staff were invited 
to meet with our study commission in Richmond, which they did under 
date of August 10, 1956. At the same time the commission invited 
Mr. James C. Buckley of New York City, who had acted as consultant 
to the Commerce Department and had prepared two reports, one of 
which is entitled “Report on Washington Supplementary Airport, 
December 1955,” and the other “Washington Supplementary Airport, 
the Economic Feasibility of Revenue Financing.” 

I do not know whether the subcommittee is familiar with these two 
documents. I know they have been made available to other com- 
mittees in the Senate. 


OPERATION OF NATIONAL AIRPORT BY PUBLIC AUTHORITY 


At that conference the study commission knew for the first time 
that these documents existed and that the Commerce Department had 
been thinking in terms of a public authority as a possibility for the 
taking over of the National Airport. 

You will find in the first report a letter directed to the Honorable 
Warren G. Magnuson, chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee, United States Senate, signed by Secretary Weeks, in which 
he goes into the question of a public authority, only mentioning that 
he thought something of that sort should be considered. 

The other report proposes a form of financing by a public authority 
for both the National Airport, Burke, and Andrews. 

Mr. Buckley having prepared these reports, our commission invited 
him to come down and appear before the commission and discuss his 
reports and answer questions. In his discussion he stated that as a 
result of his survey he estimated that a public authority could prob- 
ably operate the two airports with from 10 to 15 percent greater effi- 
ciency over their being operated by the Federal Government. 


INSPECTION OF NATIONAL AIRPORT AND PROPOSED BURKE SITE 


Now since the Virginia airport authority, as proposed by the General 
Assembly of Virginia, would have the right to acquire and operate 
airports, it was deemed advisable to visit the National Airport and 
the proposed Burke site, which was done January 24, 1957, which 
was the day after this committee was kind enough to invite us to 
attend. An opportunity was afforded the governing body of Fairfax 
County and any other citizens from that area to appear and testify 
in connection with whether or not they thought an airport authority 
for the State of Virginia was in the interests of the Commonwealth. 

There were a number of citizens that availed themselves of that 
opportunity, most of whom represented the various chambers of com- 
merce in Arlington, Alexandria, Fairfax, and Falls Church. And 
all expressed a desire that such an authority be created, and, in 
connection with their testimony, stated that they felt it was essential 
that if such an authority be formed by the State of Virginia that 
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both the National and supplemental airport should be under the same 
authority ; that National and the supplemental airport must be closely 
coordinated and operated from a single authority; that an airport 
in Maryland could not very well be operated by an airport authority 
in Virginia. 

PASSENGER INTERCHANGE 


They pointed out that the interchange of passengers now at National 
Airport constitutes from 20 to 25 percent of total passengers, and 
that the time distance from Burke Airport to the National Airport 
was approximately 17 minutes whereas the time interval from Friend- 
ship to the National Airport would be considerably over an hour. 

They pointed out that the passenger service from Burke to National 
or to downtown Washington was within a 30-minute overall period. 
They pointed out that Burke was 14.8 miles from downtown Wash- 
ington and a little over 12 miles from the National Airport. 

They stated the air patterns and flights must be coordinated between 
the principal airport and supplemental airport, which can only be done 
adequately by a single authority. 

At an earlier hearing before the Virginia Commission, on June 1, 
1956, William Cullinan and Herbert Howell of the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration expressed the opinion that both airports should be 
operated by the same authority, mentioning the experience at La- 
Guardia and Newark prior to the time that they had a single authority. 


BENEFIT OF STATE OPERATION OF AIRPORT 


The creation of the Virginia State authority for operation of the 
National and a supplemental airport would make possible restoration 
of valuable lands to the local tax rolls. In other words, if such an 
authority were established in the State of Virginia and the airports 
were taken over the land would then become the property of the State 
and not that of the Federal Government, and the legislature could 
make them taxable to the community. The authority could acquire 
additional lands for planning industrial sites so as to coordinate the 
airport with community planning. 

They stressed that it was extremely important that in this present 
age, particularly with the possibility of jet flying, there be planning 
between the community and the airport, and they felt that an au- 
thority could do that to a much greater extent than if the Federal 
Government was owning and operating the airport. 

Furthermore, they thought that the State, where they had an 
operating airport, could coordinate tax revenues with the locality to 
a much greater degree than it could be under the Federal Government. 

They estimated that the Burke Airport would employ approxi- 
mately 7,000 people with a total annual payroll of $32,500,000, of 
which $29,100,000 would be received by employees residing in northern 
Virginia and, to a large extent, in the locality. 

Conservatively, they estimated the State would receive nearly $800,- 
000 in tax revenues annually. They also contended the county would 
benefit from increased land values, personal property taxes, automo- 
bile license tags, increase in industrial establishments, making a small 
demand on school services. 
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FAIRFAX COUNTY TAX SITUATION 


They pointed out that Fairfax County is faced with an increase in 
school population from 125,000 at the present time to 140,000 by 1960, 
and unless additional tax revenues are received there will be a possible 
increase of nearly $2 in their tax rate and that every home is now 
being built in Fairfax County costs $45 for services in excess of real 
estate and personal property tax, and that it was essential that they 
have additional sources of revenue in order to meet the demands of 
local government. 

They felt that the establishment of the Burke Airport, and par- 
ticularly if it were operated by a State authority, would be beneficial 
to that community. 


OPPOSITION TO BURKE SITE 


There were two representatives there who opposed the airport, a 
Mr. Lynch and Mr. Webb, both of them were opposed to the airport 
being there, and thought it would be detrimental to the county. 

Now, in connection with the Virginia authority being created and 
possibly taking over and operating the National Airport and a sup- 
Puneet airport, the Secretary in his report, and Mr. Buckley in 
lis report, point out certain existing conditions. They point out, 
first, that the Federal Government. would be reimbursed for substan- 
tial portions of the expenditures whereas if the Federal Government 
operates or builds and operates them it will be totally at Government 
expense. 


INVESTMENT IN NATIONAL AIRPORT 


They point out that the Washington National Airport as of June 
30, 1956, represents an investment to the Federal Government as 
follows: Public Works Administration, $10,218,533; Works Progress 
Administration, $3,735,132; defense landing aid program, $1,289,850, 
and that there had been no allocation to the airport under the Federal 
airport aid program, and surplus facilities of other Federal agencies 
had contributed $1,868,642, and there had been a direct appropriation 
through CAA of $15,252,801. I might say this represented a total 
expenditure of $32,364,958, over half of which had been for work 
employment programs which normally would be expected to be re- 
turned to the locality. 

Mr. Buckley, in his report, recommended that this $15,252,801 be 
depreciated to the book value of $11,446,414, and that this would be 
assumed by any authority that took over the National Airport. 


REPAYMENT TO FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


Also, he pointed out that the National Airport has paid back to the 
Federal Government some $17 million since 1942, and that, as I pre- 
viously said, no moneys had been available for the National Airport 
through the Federal airport aid program although some $63 million 
is annually made available to other airports throughout the country. 

I think it might be pointed out that since the National Airport 
was commenced in 1938, if it had been receiving its share of money 
under the Federal airport aid program, which is not paid back by 
other communities and which represents a matching up to 50 percent 





312 ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR WASHINGTON AREA 


of the cost of construction, that National probably would have received 
a good many millions of dollars by this time, Instead, it received 
this direct appropriation of $15 million. 

If the Burke Airport is built by the Federal Government it is pro- 

osed that a certain portion be repaid through the earmarked earn- 
ings of the airport, and another portion be considered on a special 
appropriation of the Federal grants-in-aid program. 

In view of the Nation’s Capital having a special interest in adequate 
airport transportation for the people of the United States in connec- 
tion with the Nation’s Capital it is felt that such an appropriation 
might be justified. 

These, of course, are all details that would have to be worked out 
should the State of Virginia establish an airport authority and Con- 
gress deemed it advisable that it should be operated by an airport 
authority. 

FUNCTION OF AIRPORT AUTHORITY 


The Commission is not advocating the construction of the Burke 
Airport. Its function is to determine the feasibility of the establish- 
ment of a Virginia airport authority. It is of the opinion, however, 
that if such an authority is created and it is to take over the National 
Airport, a supplemental airport should likewise be located in Vir- 
ginia, and that whether the National Airport is available for opera- 
tion by such an authority will have a direct bearing on whether a 
Virginia airport authority will be recommended. 

The Commission is convinced that the future industrial develop- 
ment of Virginia is closely tied in with adequate airport facilities, 
that the establishment of the supplemental airport outside of Vir- 
ginia may inhibit the opportunity of a Virginia airport authority 
taking over and operating the National Airport because of divided 
authority. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I am sure that my colleague, Mr. Magruder, 
would like to supplement what I have said, if the committee would 
care to hear from Mr. Magruder. 

Senator Hotianp. We would be very happy to hear from him, but 
I would like to ask you 2 or 3 questions first. 

Mr. Fenwick. I would be most happy to try to answer them. 


ANTICIPATED REPAYMENT TO GOVERNMENT 


Senator Horianp. As I understand your testimony it is that in the 
event a State airport authority should be created and should take 
over the National Airport for operation and any new airport supple- 
mental thereto, Burke Airport or any other in Virginia, that you would 
do so with the intention of repaying to the Federal Government certain 
funds both in connection with the National Airport cost and in con- 
nection with the construction cost of the proposed supplemental air- 
port. Is that correct’ 

Mr. Fenwick. That is correct. 

Senator Horianp. Now, just that we may get that clear, what 
would such repayment be, as suggested by you, in the case of the Na- 
tional Airport? 

Mr. Fenwick. I might say, Senator Holland, that I have made no 
suggestion as to what it ought to be because obviously we have not 
made a study of that phase. 
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BUCKLEY REPORT 


A suggestion which was made in the report of Mr. Buckley was that, 
since there had been only a-$15 million direct appropriation by Con- 
gress, that the depreciated value of the capital investment which now 
appears on the books to be something over $11 million, be assumed by 
an authority taking it over, and that it be repaid to the Federal 
Government. 

Senator Hotianp. Out of the operating revenues ? 

Mr. Fenwick. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hortanp. Of that airport and the new port? 

Mr. Fenwicr. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hotrianp. Then the Buckley proposal was that something 
over $11 million of the cost of construction of the port and facilities 
at National Airport be repaid to the Federal Government, and the 
suggestion also envisaged a repayment to the Federal Government of 
what funds the proposed supplemental airport cost ? 

Mr. Fenwick. As I gather his proposal, of the amount which was 
appropriated by Congress to build a supplemental airport, something 
over $15 million would be repaid by the authority to the Federal 
Government. 

Senator Hotnanp. Covering both airports ? 

Mr. Fenwick. Yes, sir. 

In other words, you would have a total of nearly $12 million in 
connection with the National Airport, and something over $15 million 
in connection with the Burke Airport or the supplemental airport. 


FINANCING OF SUPPLEMENTAL AIRPORT 


Senator Hotzanp. That is what I understood from your statement. 

Am I correct also in understanding that the costs of the supple- 
mental airport, as suggested by the Buckley report, would be met by 
the use of joint funds, in part Federal funds given as a grant-in-aid 
similar to that given to other areas of the United States for the 
purpose of constructing airports and airport facilities? 

Mr. Fenwick. That is right. 

Senator Hotianp. And the rest of the expense would be borne by 
the State of Virginia or the airport authority ? 

Mr. Fenwick. By the issuing of revenue bonds and so forth. That 
is correct, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Then, contrasted with the present program 
under which the Federal Government would be the sole financer of 
both the National Airport and the proposed supplemental airport, 
your program would assume the same responsibilities for the State 
of Virginia and its authority that are assumed by other areas in the 
Nation when they undertake the construction of an airport and air- 
port facilities. Is that correct? 


PRECEDENT FOR PROGRAM 


Mr. Fenwick. That is correct. And I might say that I think there 
is precedent for such a program as this. 

I know that shortly after the war there were a number of airports 
which were declared surplus and turned over to communities without 
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the payment of any money. And I happen to know something about 
the Puerto Rican situation in which the airport there was made a 
direct gift to the Puerto Rican people. 

So that in this case we would not be taking simply a gift. We would 
be reimbursing the Federal Government for a substantial amount of 
money which would be the equivalent of what they might normally 
receive if the funds were made under this airport grant-in-aid 
program. 

Senator Hotianp. Most of the grants back to States or to munici- 
palities or to the Territory of Puerto Rico were of this nature, though, 
were they not: grants of airport developments that had been con- 
structed for defense purposes and that were not necessarily equipped 
to render civilian transportation services as a commercial airport, 
requiring additional construction of both field facilities and airport 
buildings and the like. 

Mr. Fenwick. I am sure that is a correct statement. And, of 
course, they represented, however, a tremendous contribution to the 
community. 

Senator Hotianp. Well, that took place in the case of the State of 
Virginia, I take it, just as it did in my State and other States. 

Mr. Fenwick. We benefited under it to the degree that we had 
airports at that time. 

Senator Hottanp. Now one more question. You probably will not 
be in a position to answer it, but I think I should ask it. And then 
you may state what you feel that you can by way of reply. 


HEARINGS ON STATE AIRPORT AUTHORITY 


As I understand it, you are in the course of hearings on this 
subject—the feasibility and advisability of the establishing of a State 
airport authority to perform the functions which you have discussed, 
but have not completed hearings or completed your own studies on 
that subject to the point that you have a report even for your own 
State, much less any ability to undertake obligations to the Federal 
Government at this stage. 

Mr. Fenwick. You are very correct in your statement, Senator 
Holland. However, we hope to begin on our report within 30 days. 
But. obviously the only thing we can do is recommend to the general 
assembly, which convenes in 1958, the establishment of such an 
authority. 

So it would be impossible for us to create such an authority prior 
to 1958. 

Senator Hotianp. Unless there be a special session of the legislature 
or the general assembly in the meantime. 

Mr. Fenwick. That is right. 

Senator Hotianp. Speaking only as one Senator, I want to say that 
I am immensely pleased that the Commonwealth of Virginia is sur- 
veying this subject matter from the standpoint of how it can not only 
best serve itself but, along with itself, the Nation’s Capital, and also 
serve itself in the same manner that other areas of the Nation are 
being served because it looked for a long time as if nobody was giving 
any consideration to that kind of a solution. I want to express my 
very great appreciation. 

Senator Smith, do you have any questions? 
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Senator Smirn. Senator, did I understand that there is notenabling 
legislation to permit such action as we are aoe about under. an. 


authority, and there would not be until this action by the legislature, 
and that could not be until 1958? 


Mr. Fenwick. 1958. That is correct. 

The study commission by the general assembly of 1956 was for the 
purpose of making a study and directly reporting back to the Gov- 
ernor and to the General Assembly of Virginia, which will convene 
in 1958. 

Senator SmirH. That would necessarily cause quite a delay in this 
particular matter unless you were called for a special session. 

Mr. Fenwick. It would cause considerable delay as far as the State 
of Virginia is concerned in taking any action toward acquiring either 
of the airports. We hope it will not result in any delay in whatever 
Congress is going to do because we feel that the establishment. of a 


supplemental airport is essential to the National Airport regardless 
of where it may be built. 


IMPRACTIBILITY OF SEPARATE AIRPORT AUTHORITIES 


Our own feeling is that unless it should be in the State of Virginia it 
would probably mean that it would not be feasible for an airport 
authority in Virginia to take over and operate the National Airport 
because we are of the opinion that the coordination of the two airports 
must be so close that to have two separate authorities operating them 
would put them immediately in competition with each other and they 
would then be trying to get. this schedule or that schedule or the inter- 
change of passengers, and it is such that it is essential that the sched- 
ules be closely coordinated. Not that we would not be interested)» im 
taking over the National Airport, but I would feel that the authorities 
would take the position that it was impractical to have two separate 
authorities operating the supplemental and the National Airport. 

Senator Smrru. Do I understand then that Virginia will go ahead 
just the same, regardless of what the Federal Government does, con- 
cerning creating this authority ? 

Mr. Fenwick. My own feeling is that we would probably recom- 
mend that such authority be created. I cannot speak for the Com- 
mission, but I do feel there is need fer such an authority. being created, 
irrespective of whether we are able to take over the National Airport. 


POSSIBLE STATE COMPACT 


Senator Hotianp. It is a fact, is it not, that, as in the case of the 
States of New York and New Jersey, there is both the possibility and 
the precedent of an airport authority being ereated by joint action 
of the two affected States under a compact approved by the Congress 
of the United States? 

Mr. Fenwick. That is certainly feasible, but I think that experience 
has shown that it is very difficult to try to get the States together to 
form such a compact. Although. it has been done, it is a slow process, 
and it is not altogether a satisfactory one. 

Senator Hotianp. Well, at least in the case that I mentioned, on 
both sides of the Hudson River, the maritime operations and also the 
airport operations are handled by interstate authorities created by 
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the two States, with the approval of the Federal Government; is that 
not correct ? 

Mr. Fenwick. I think that is substantially so. My understandin 
is that the New York Port Authority is operating the airport throug 
leases from New York and New Jersey. 

Senator Hotianp. If I understand your testimony with reference to 
the question thst we are directly passing on, it is this, and I will ask 
that you correct me if I am in error: 

First, that you feel that the Washington situation may best be 
served by having the supplemental airport on the same side of the 
river as the National Airport; that is, on the Virginia side; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Fenwicx. Senator Holland, I cannot express that view as 
far as the commission is concerned. I might have my personal feel- 
ings in the matter. They do feel that their chances of creating an 
authority to operate such airports would be best served if they were 
on the same side of the river. 


POSITION OF COM MISSION 


Senator Hottanp. Then your testimony in that regard had to do 
with the prospects of the creation and functioning of a State au- 
thority, rather than with the broader questions which the committee 
has passed upon ? 

Mr. Fenwick. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Do I understand likewise that you are not tak- 
ing a position for or against any specific site at this time, either as 
a study group or as an individual witness ? 

Mr. Fenwick. I am certainly not doing it as far as the commission 
is concerned. 

Senator Smrrx. You are speaking in behalf of the commission to- 
day? 

Mr. Fenwick. That is my official position here today. 

Senator Hotianp. I meant my question to be a little more specific 
than the earlier one. You are not speaking for the Burke site as 
contrasted with some other of the several sites that have been sug- 
gested within the Commonwealth of Virginia? 

Mr. Fenwick. Not on behalf of the Commonwealth of Virginia, 
no, sir. 

Senator Hotnanp. Thank you, sir. 

I beg your pardon, Mr. Magruder, but now we are ready for you, 
sir. 

METHOD OF REPAYMENT TO GOVERNMENT 


Mr. Macruper. Thank you, Senator Holland and Senator Smith. 

Mr. Fenwick has covered this pretty well, I think, from the com- 
mission’s standpoint. I will only attempt to emphasize some of the 
things that he probably did not go into in detail. 

First, the question the Senator asked, I think, should be clarified a 
little more, as to the repayment of the $1214 million that represents in 
large measure the depreciated value of the National Airport. If an 
authority is created, it is contemplated under the plan of the air- 
port and such other plans that we have had submitted to us, it is to 
be paid back out of revenue after debt service and necessary reserves 
have been set up. And that it would be non-interest bearing. 
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Does that. clear it up for you? 

Senator Hotianp. I think that is quite a clear statement. 

Mr. Macruper. The feeling, of course, was that operation by an 
authority would be, in great measure, more efficient than operation by 
the Government. The State of Virginia over a long period has had 
an aviation division. We have promoted air services throughout the 
State. We have four airports now that are operated on the local level, 
by the locality, and, in great measure, supervised by the State, and we 
have two that are operated by authorities. 

We do not feel that the National Airport is the type of airport that 
should be under a local authority, but rather, due to its peculiar cir- 
cumstances, the number of people it serves, its closeness to the Nation’s 
Capital, the service it renders to the Nation’s Government, the author- 
ity should be on the State level. And, therefore, our authority is on a 
State authority basis rather than a local authority basis. 

Of course, due to the peculiar arrangement now between Virginia 
and the Federal Government, the National Airport bears no local 
taxes. It is real property, and this reaches one of the points that has 
been long argued before the Congress as well as in the halls in Rich- 
mond, of getting these properties back on the local tax rolls. 

Senator Hoxtianp. If I understood your earlier statement, Mr. Ma- 
gruder, it was that the repayments to the Federal Government in con- 
nection with the National Airport would be made after debt service 
requirements and the like were set up and being made by the airport 
authority from the revenues. 

Mr. Macruper. Yes; 50 percent of the revenue after debt service and 
setting up of reserves would be paid to the Federal Government. 

Senator Hotianp. That, then, is your program ? 

Mr. Macruper. Yes. 


FINANCING OF SUPPLEMENTAL AIRPORT 


Senator Hotianp. And, furthermore, your plan for the construc- 
tion of the supplemental airport would call for an investment of a 
certain proportion of the construction cost by the Commonwealth, or 
the airport authority acting for it, out of the proceeds of bonds or any 
other grant that the State assembly might make to it. Repayment 
of that obligation would have to be arranged for out of the receipts 
before funds would move back to the Federal Government for the 
National Airport investment; is that correct ? 

Mr. Macruver. Yes, Senator; that is correct. 

Senator Horxanp. I do not mean it would have to be paid off in full, 
but the servicing of it would have to be set up and allowed for and 
appropriate amounts annually required for liquidation of that obliga- 
tion set up before the Federal Government would be allowed to receive 
any of the revenues. 

Mr. Macruper. Yes, sir. The proposed plan of the experts sub- 
mitted to us contemplates 20-year bonds in addition to the normal 
grant that would be made by the Federal Government. We realize, 
of course, that no grant has been made to the extent that would be 
necessary in this particular case. But we also know that this is an 
unusual case, and due to the size of the airport and the expanded facili- 
ties that would be necessary and the great service to be rendered to the 
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Federal Government, it is necessary that a larger grant than ever made 
before will have to be made. 

Senator Hortanp. Your percentage of participation with the Fed- 
eral Government would be the same as that prevailing under present 
law with reference to other communities? 

Mr. Maeruper. Yes, sir. I understand that the largest grant this 
time is under $10 million. 

AIRPORT LOCATION 


Also according to the experts’ testimony, Senator, this airport 
should be in Virginia. And I emphasize that point. And not speak- 
ing for the commission in this instance, but speaking for myself 
personally, I certainly cannot see that you could place it anywhere 
else, especially in view of this testimony. It would require dual 
operation, according to the experts. The air patterns and the transfer 
of passengers, as well as the economies that would be effected, both on 
the part of the passengers and on the part of the operation, are things 
that must be conducted, and if you removed it to too great a distance, 
it: would not be possible to achieve any of the things that are necessary 
to successful operation. It would not be possible to transfer your 
passengers, then, with any degree of advantage to the passengers. 

The present airport is about 12 miles from the contemplated site 
at Burke, and Burke is about 15 miles from the Treasury at 15th and 
Pennsylvania Avenue. 

Senator Hottanp. You name the Treasury rather than the Statler 
Hotel. 

Mr. Maeruper. Yes, I think that is a very important spot, probably 
more important than ‘the one they used in back of the White House. 

Some point has been made about the metropolitan population being 
able to reach that airport. If the bridges and the roads as presently 
contemplated are soon constructed, of course, the people in Maryland 
will be much eloser to Burke Airport, that site, by reason of the Jones 
Point Bridge, by reason of the bridge farther up the Potomac, that 
is going to be necessary in conjunction with the CIA location at Lang- 
ley, and they will certainly be able to get. over there much quicker 


© 


than they can at. the present time. 
BENEFIT OF OPERATION UNDER VIRGINIA AIRPORT AUTHORITY 


T do not think that I can add much more to what the Senator has 
said, except that we feel this is going to be a step forward, to create 
such an authority in Virginia. We believe that it will give the Fed- 
eral Government an opportunity to get rid of the single operation 
that they have for the airport within the continental United States. 
I think the Kestnbaum report made such a recommendation, and the 
President’s Committee on Intergovernmental Relations made a similar 
report, and I think it can be successfully operated by the Virginia 
Airport Authority for the benefit of the State and the Nation. 

Senator Hottanp. As a matter of fact, Mr. Magruder, you feel, do 
you not, that you just would be a little more comfortable about this 
whole thing if there was some assumption of responsibility by the 
more than a million people in the metropolitan area who live outside 
the District of Columbia? Is that a correct statement ? 

Mr. Macruper. That is a correct statement. 

Senator Hottanp. Thank you. I feel the same way. 
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OFFICIAL STATEMENT OF COMMISSION 


Mr. Fenwick. Senator, may I conclude by reading a very short 


statement, which represents the official statement of the commis- 
sion ? 


The commission, referred to herein, was created by the 1956 general 
assembly of Virginia for the purpose of studying the feasibility and 
advisability of establishing an airport authority for the State of 
Virginia. The function of this commission is to complete its study 
and make its report to the government and general assembly of Vir- 
ginia. A copy of Senate Joint Resolution No. 21, which created 


the commission, is attached hereto and made a part of this state- 
ment. 


The resolution directs the commission to study the creation of 
such an authority that would have the following powers: 


(a) To acquire, operate, and construct such airports, air terminals, and 
air terminal and air navigation facilities as may be required to assure that 
the air transportation needs of Virginia are adequately served ; 

(b) To negotiate and enter into agreements with the United States, the 
State of Virginia or any of its political subdivisions, and any person, firm, 
or corporation for the acquisition by and transfer to it of property required 
to carry out its purposes ; 

(c) To accept gifts of money and property which may be used for its proper 
purposes from the United States, the Commonwealth of Virginia or any of its 
political subdivisions, and from any person, firm, or corporation ; 

(d) To borrow money and secure the repayment of the same by pledge of 
its properties and income, and to issue revenue bonds, without obligating the 
Commonwealth of Virginia or any of its political subdivisions therefor ; 

(e) To sue and be sued; to adopt a seal and alter the same at pleasure; 
to have perpetual succession; and to make and execute contracts and other 
instruments necessary or convenient to the exercise of its powers; 

(f) To employ such technical experts and such other officers, agents, and 
employees as it may require, and to fix their qualifications and duties, and their 
compensation within the limits of available funds; 

(g) To acquire, establish, construct, enlarge, improve, maintain, equip, oper- 
ate, and regulate the use of any airports, air landing fields, structures, air 
navigation facilities, and other property incidental thereto ; 

(h) To construct, install, maintain, and operate facilities for the servicing 
of aircraft and for the accommodation of cargo, freight, mail, express, etc., and 
comfort of air travelers, and to purchase and sell equipment and supplies as 
an incident to the operation of its airport facilities ; 

(i) To determine rates and charges for the use of its airport and other 
facilities ; 

(j) To enforce all rules, regulations, and statutes relating to its airports, 
including airport zoning regulations; 

(k) To exercise such powers and authority with respect to airports and air 
navigation facilities as may be conferred by law upon the governing botlies of 
the counties and cities of the Commonwealth ; 

(1) To make and enforce rules and regulations for the management and 
regulation of its business and affairs and for the use, maintenance, and opera- 
tion of its facilities and properties; 

(m) To engage directly or through its agents or employees in the operation 
for profit of concessions in connection with its airports and other facilities, 
including the sale of airplanes and aircraft fuel, or to grant such privileges and 
concessions to others; 

(n) To have sole authority to exercise its powers and be responsible for its 
actions, to the end that neither the State of Virginia nor other politic’! sub- 
divisions thereof shall incur liability for any actions of the airport authority; 

(o) Such other powers as may be appropriate and necessary for the carrying 
out of the purposes of this resolution. 

In making its study, the commission has held a number of publie hearings at 
which representatives of business, directors of airports, representatives of 
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commercial airlines, the Civil Aeronautics Authority, the United States Depart- 
ment of Commerce, and State and local governments have been in attendance. 

Throughout all the hearings there has been one proposition on which all parties 
have agreed; namely, that industrial development is closely alined to adequate 
airport and aviation facilities. 

As the result of a letter dated May 23, 1956, addressed to the Honorable 
Thomas B. Stanley, Governor of Virginia, from the Honorable Sinclair Weeks, 
Secretary of Commerce, this commission has been conferring with representa- 
tives of the Commerce Department as to the feasibility of an airport authority 
for the State of Virginia and, more particularly, as to the possibility of such an 
authority taking over and operating the National Airport and the supplemental 
airport, should it be constructed in Virginia. 

Since the function of the Virginia commission is to make recommendations 
as to the creation of an airport authority, its interest in the National Airport 
and a supplemental airport has been confined to what effect the availability of 
such airports to be taken over by a Virginia Airport Authority might have on 
the creation of such an authority. Our function is not to recommend whether 
an airport there and its availability for operation by the Virginia Airport Au- 
thority could materially influence our report and recommendations. 

In considering the main question of whether an airport authority should be 
created for the State of Virginia, the study commission has concluded that it 
cannot ignore the possibility of a supplemental airport being built and the effect 
it might have if it was located other than in the State of Virginia. 

Although the Virginia Airport Authority, if created, might be interested in 
procuring and operating the National Airport, even if the supplemental airport 
was located outside of the State of Virginia, the commission, based on testimony 
offered before it and other information brought to its attention, feels that the 
possibility of acquiring and operating the National Airport by the Virginia Air- 
port Authority under such conditions would be very difficult of fulfillment. Air- 
ports located in different areas under different operation are competitive. A 
supplemental airport to the National Airport must be closely coordinated and 
supplement each other for the maximum of efficiency and service to the public. 
This is particularly true where the airport facilities are serving citizens from 
all over the United States coming to their Nation’s Capital. The interchange of 
passengers alone is such that the schedules of the two airports must be closely 
coordinated and ground time adjusted to meet the flights at both airports.. It 
would seem that one management is imperative if these conditions and problems 
are to be met. 

The commission has informally concluded that the possibilities of a Virginia 
Airport Authority acquiring the National Airport would largely depend upon the 
location and construction of the supplemental airport in the State of Virginia, 
so that it could likewise be acquired by such an authority. 

It is urged that, if the subcommittee considering this matter feels that, in the 
future, it might be desirable for a public authority created by the Virginia 
General Assembly to take over and operate the National Airport, it should give 
every. consideration to the supplemental airport being located in Virginia. 


Thank you very much. 
Senator Hotianp. Thank you, Senator. 


LETTER OF SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 


You have filed with the committee the Report on Washington Sup- 
plementary Airport, December 1955, from the Secretary of Commerce. 
The committee already has that document and is giving it considera- 
tion, and the full document will not be copied into the record. How- 
ever, I think that for the information of all those who read the record, 
the following words appearing in the letter of the Secretary of Com- 
merce should appear in this record, and I dictate them into the record: 

“While we do not necessarily agree with all of the details of the 
statements and assumptions found therein”—that is as to cost and the 
like—“we find sufficient evidence to concur with the conclusion that a 
supplementary airport for the Washington area can be financed on 
the basis of the combined revenues of the present Washington Na- 
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tional Airport and the new Washington supplementary airport, and 
that these airport facilities can be operated, maintained, and developed 
for future needs through their own revenues, without further cost to 
the Federal Government, except for a grant-in-aid similar to that 
authorized for eligible airports throughout the country from the 
Federal-aid airport program.” 

It seems to the chairman of the subcommittee that that pretty well 
is the nub of the statement of Secretary Weeks. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Fenwick. Thank you very much. 


ESTIMATED COST OF PROPOSED AIRPORT 


Senator Hottanp. The committee requested information from the 
Civil Aeronautics Administrator as to the present estimates of the 
cost of construction of the proposed additional Washington airport. 
And in accordance with that request, Mr. Pyle has filed with us a letter 
under date of January 30, enclosing, as he says, “a current estimate of 
the cost of developing the proposed Burke Airport,” which estimated 
cost is $48,772,132. 

That will be included in the record. 

(The matter referred to is as follows :) 


Additional Washington airport—Cost estimate for development 
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Senator Hottanp. The committee has been supplied two names of 
witnesses who asked to, appear today. I have no idea what their 
testimony will be. We had intended to close the hearing as to the 
public, at least as to the subjects already covered, but I am willing to 
have the record extended to include a brief statement by each of these 
two witnesses. I have not met either of them. 
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Mr. Silas A. Morehouse? Is he here? 

You can make your statement quite brief and then submit what you 
have in writing, please. 

All right, Mr. Morehouse. 


NEED FOR EXPANDED AIRPORT F'ACILITIES 


STATEMENT OF SILAS A. MOREHOUSE, ALEXANDRIA, VA. 


LOUDOUN COUNTY SITE URGED 


Mr. Morenovse. I am Silas A. Morehouse, living at Rural Delivery 
1, Box 238, Alexandria, Va. I urge early selection of the best possible 
site for vitally needed expanded airport facilities for Metropolitan 
Washington. It is my desire that my testimony here today will aid 
in such determination. 

To me it appears that an area roughly 25 miles west of Washing- 
ton, in Loudoun County, offers more Caapade advantages in safety, 
economy, and desirability than Burke, Friendship, National, or any 
other location known to me. 

I speak from 25 years of experience in civilian and military avia- 
tion, at home and abroad, including airport-site selection. 

Senator Hottanp. Would you briefly state what that experience 
has been? I am sorry, but I have had no opportunity to familiarize 
myself with your experience, and I am sure the rest of the committee 
is in the same situation. If you would just state briefly 3 or 4 facts 
about it, I think that would be helpful. 


BACKGROUND OF WITNESS 


Mr. Morenouse. I was a graduate pilot for the Kelly Flying School 
in Texas in 1925. I was a pilot and superintendent and regional 
manager of TW A for 21 years. However, I am not representing TWA 
at this time. 

Senator Hotianp. I notice that you were also an instructor and test 
pilot for Eastern Air Lines for some time. You are not testifying 
for them either? 

Mr. Morenovse. No. I am testifying only for myself. 

Senator Hotianp. All right, sir. 

Mr. Morenouse. I have some 15 years of military experience with 
the Air Force, as a base commander in both the United States and 
abroad, mainly India, China, and Burma. I spent 3 years with the 
American Air Mission in Turkey as technical adviser on the airfields, 
depots, and such. I have flown some 15,000 hours, which gave me a 
broad knowledge of where airports should be and should not be. I 
originally worked with weather development on the west coast, fi- 
nanced by the Guggenheim Fund. 

Senator Hotitanp. Are you appearing for anybody now or simply 
to testify as to your own belief in this matter ? 

Mr. Morenouse. My own belief in this matter. 

Senator Hotianp. You are not employed by anyone? 

Mr. Morenovuse. No, sir. 

Senator Horianp. All right. Proceed. 
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LOCATION OF PROPOSED SITE 


Mr. Morenovse. The dominant consideration, as I view the prob- 
lems, is that airspace, takeoff, and landing patterns would be developed 
north, south, and west of the Loudoun site. Thus the entire Wash- 
ington metropolitan area would be missed. The disturbance and haz- 
ards to our growing population of living and working under condi- 
tions of constantly increasing numbers of planes and jets overhead 
should not be tossed aside lightly. 

Weather conditions for aircraft landing and takeoff at the proposed 
Loudoun site are superior to those at Burke, or Friendship, or 
National. 

Senator Hottanp. Would you mind fixing approximately the loca- 
tion that you have in mind? We all know about Leesburg. That is 
the county seat, is it not, of Loudoun County? 

Mr. Morenovuse. Are you familiar with the old National Bureau 
of Standards radio site? That would roughly be the north end of the 
proposed airport. I think there is 452 acres in that site. Whether 
they could use that space or not, I do not know. But I would start 
there and go south roughly down to Route 50 and slightly west of 
Herndon. 

Senator Horianp. Then the area, roughly speaking, would be be- 
tween Route 50 and the hills that he west of the river, the Potomac 


River, and would extend westward and southward from the old site 
that you mentioned ? 


Mr. Morenovusr. That would be correct. 


Senator Hoiianp. Is ample space available there, and largely 
undeveloped ? 


SUITABILITY OF SITE 


Mr. Morenovse. There is a space to land there about 214 miles 
wide and about 5 miles long that hei about the same characteristics as 
this table. I think if you check on the charts, the maximum elevation 
variation is less than 25 feet. 

Senator Hottanp. You mean from the highest to the lowest spot in 
that area? 

Mr. Morenovse. That is right. 

Senator Hottanp. And your point is that by developing approaches 
and departures lying north, west, and south of that area, flying over 
the populated areas of Virginia, Maryland, or the District of Colum- 
bia, that is, the heavy developed urban populated areas, would be 
avoided ? 

Mr. Morenovuse. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotzianp. All right, sir. Proceed. 

Mr. Morenovse. The terrain features, talking about the Loudoun 
site, surpass those at Burke by several hundred percent. The land 
is clear of high constructions. Its elevation varies no more than 25 
feet. There is ample acreage to fulfill present and future runways 
requirements. 

LAND ACQUISITION 


Land acquisition should present no major obstacles. The area is 
now a rural community with farms devoted mostly to hay and small 
grains. My talks this week with some of the farmers there indicate 
that most of them would be willing to sell for good prices. A limited 
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amount of new housing exists on small plots along highways, but not 
in any substantial numbers. 
“ee area is bounded generally by Highways 607, 608, 614, 634, and 

These are all secondary Virginia highways. 

With the proposed road development westward from the capital, 
ground traveling distance and time from Washington could not be 
considered a legitimate deterrent. 

From a local convenience point of view, residents in eastern Wash- 
ington could use Friendship. By the same token, I see no raason 
why those to the west should be compelled to drive all the way over 
to Friendship. 

You see, our population is expanding northward, eastward, and 
westward. 

ACCESSIBILITY OF SITE 


Senator Hortianp. Is this your point: that people who live in 
Bethesda and that area of the metropolitan development, and also in 
the McLean, Westerly, and Arlington areas, would find this proposed 
site quite accessible. Is that what you are saying? 

Mr. Morenovuse. The traveling public, some of them, are going 
to live nearer the Friendship airport. 

Senator Hottanp. You are speaking now of the people in Hyatts- 
ville and Takoma Park and areas like that, Northeast Washington ? 

Mr. Morenovuse. That is right. They would no doubt have the 
same air service offered to them there as people west of Washington 
would have offered to them at the Loudoun site, and those people 
would no doubt go to the nearest airport. 

I urge that all pertinent factors be weighed objectively and that 
we get on quickly with a solution to the airport situation. Political 
considerations should not be permitted to override sound, long-range 
planning in a project of the magnitude and consequence that this 
airport would assume in both national and international air trans- 
portation and development. 

Senator Hottanp. Thank you, sir. 

If I understand your testimony, it is that you feel, first, that any 
supplemental airfield in the Virginia area should be so located as to 
not require approaches or departures over a heavily developed area, 
whether it is in Virginia, the District of Columbia, or Maryland. Is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Morenouse. That is correct. 

Senator Hotzanp. And that the location that you suggest does ac- 
complish that result ? 

Mr. MoreHouse. Yes, sir. 

Senator HoLtiaNp. You continue, as I understand, by stating that 
with that location for an outlying airfield westerly and the Friend- 
ship location for an outlying airfield easterly and northeasterly, and 
with the National Airport developed to maximum efficiency—you feel 
that the whole metropolitan area could be best served. Is that your 
view 4 

Mr. Morenovuse. That is correct. 

Senator Hotxianp. Do you feel that the Friendship Airport as now 
located is sufficiently far away from heavy developments to accom- 
plish the same approximate results there, with reference to not impos- 
ing upon heavily settled urban areas, as would be accomplished by 
your proposed location in Loudoun County ¢ 
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Mr. Morenovse. I would say so; yes. 

Senator Hotianp. Would it be your view that both the Friendship 
and your proposed location for a supplementary base could be expected 
to receive jet-propelled commercial airplanes ? 

Mr. Morenovuse. That is right. 


NEED TO REMOVE AIRPORTS FROM CITY CENTERS 


Senator Hortianp. But the National Airport should be held for 
use of conventional commercial airplanes and other planes? 

Mr. Morenovuse. The large airplanes that we are facing in the fu- 
ture will make it quite impractical to have them operate from the 
center of a city. Nowadays, airplanes handle 3,500 gallons of fuel 
or 5,000 gallons of fuel. The airplane of tomorrow may have 15,000 
gallons of fuel. And should one of those airplanes, with the fre- 
quency with which they operate, have an accident, the damage created 
by tomorrow’s airplanes over those of yesterday would be fantastic. 

Senator Hoxi.anp. In other words, your point is that with the 
assurance that much greater quantities of fuel will have to be carried, 
the spacing of the airport away from population centers is going to 
be an even greater requirement than it is now ? 

Mr. Morenouse. Yes. You take Chicago or places like that. 
Eventually, I feel, that even their airport will be taken out of the 
city. 

Senator Horianp. You mean farther than their present location ? 

Mr. Morenouse. Yes. And with the developing of highways, the 
driving time, the extra 5 miles or 15 miles will be covered in a com- 
paratively short time, when you consider the total time of your trip. 
Often when you are in a congested area you spend more time trying 
to get in and out of the airport than you would lose if the airplane 
could come almost straight in out in the country 25 miles away and 
land in a few minutes, rather than holding to a traffic pattern down- 
town. There are many points for an outlying airport. The smaller 
aircraft you might want to keep in the city. 

Senator Hotianp. In addition to your point that the site for a 
new great airport should be well removed from the present city, would 
you likewise require that no urban development be permitted within 
very considerable distances of the airport in the future? 

Mr. Morenovse. Well, I would say that you cannot stop the growth 
of these large cities outwardly, and I would say in all reality that in 
time the airport that we build 25 miles from the city today will 
eventually be forced to move out again. 

But that is a long time from now. 

Senator Hortianp. In other words, you do not think that drastic 
zoning regulations imposing considerable distancing of any develop- 
ing from the new airports will be possible over a long period of time? 

Mr. Morenouse. We are talking now about airports of three or four 
or five thousand acres. National Airport has 685 acres. If you had 
5,000 acres around National Airport, you would not have to move. 

Senator Horianp. All right, sir. Thank you. 

Now, the next witness’ name was handed to me, and again I do not 
know who he is or what his position is. 

Mr. E. W. TuHompson. Is he here? 

Mr. Thompson, you heard my statement to Colonel Morehouse. 
I hope that you will be equally considerate of the committee. 
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STATEMENT OF E. W. THOMPSON, WOODBRIDGE, VA. 
TAYLORS POINT SITE SUGGESTED 


Mr. THompson. Yes, sir. I am a farmer, Senator, and do not know 
anything but economy. I live at W oodbridge. That is 20 minutes 
to the 14th Street Bridge over Shirley Highwa ay. 

Senator Hottanp. Is that not down at the south end of the Shirley 
Highway? 

Mr. THompson. Yes, sir. 

Now, on the river there, if I could submit this to you, there is an 
area there where you have 5 to 8 miles in any direction. 

Senator Hotianp. This is Woodbridge ? 

Mr. Txompson. Yes. The map shows that the depth runs 3 to 7 
feet. It is underlaid with gravel. The Federal Government already 
owns an installation here, ‘for which they just paid $90,000 for the 
gravel under it. 

Senator Hotianp. That is at Taylors Point. 

Mr. Tuompson. This point right here. 

Senator Hotzann. And the large area of water is at Occoquan 
Bay ? 

Mr, Tuompson. Occoquan Bay. 

Senator Hotianp. All right. Proceed. 

Mr. TuHomrson. That is underlaid with gravel, so that it would be 
a relatively simple matter to make fills. 

And this gentleman who just testified ahead of me says you will 
want to be free of buildings in any adjacent area, and three sides of 
that would be over water, and there would be a relatively small number 
of people you would have to buy the riparian rights from. 

Senator Hotuanp. Is that developed territory there? 

Mr. Tuomrson. Along this bay here, there are possibly a dozen 
houses. 

Senator Hotzanp. Which bay are you speaking of now? Occoquan 
or Belmont ? 

Mr. THompson. Occoquan. From there down to Neabsco Creek, 
there is only, I would say, a dozen houses at the present time. 

Senator Horianp. How much farther down do you have to go 
before you hit the Quantico Marine Reserve? 

Mr. THompson. ‘About 8 miles. And this Government reservation 
here—if there is an objection there, there is land available in the 
neighborhood, and you could move that back toward the hills. I just 
wanted to bring that to your consideration, sir. 


ADVANTAGES OF SITE 


Senator Hotianp. Your point is that you would have water bounda- 
ries in three directions, and that this location would be on the Potomac, 
or just off the Potomac, south and a little bit west of the National 
Airport. Mow many miles? 

Mr. Tuomrson. Here it lays. I could not tell you, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. Well, it is a distance of something like 15 miles 
or more; is it not ? 
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Mr. THomrson. It is 20 miles from the Occoquan River Bridge, 
at Woodbridge, to 14th Street Bridge. 

Senator Hotianp. Then let us say it would be in the neighborhood 
of 18 to 20 miles from National Airport. 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes, sir. That would get it. Less in air miles. 

Senator Hotitanp. And west of south. 

Mr. Tuompson. East of south. 

Senator Hotianp. The river here runs southwesterly. It would be 
west of south. 

Mr. Tuompson. Yes, sir. 

Senator HoLtuanp. You suggest that as a more appropriate site 
available with less investment, less disturbance of people, and water 
clearance in three directions. 

Mr. THomeson. And economy. 

That is all, sir. Thank you. 


D. C. TrRANsit SysTteEM 


STATEMENT OF 0. ROY CHALK, PRESIDENT 


TEST GROUND RUNS TO FRIENDSHIP AIRPORT 


Senator Hottanp. I understood that Mr. O. Roy Chalk, president of 
D. C. Transit, wished to be heard briefly. Mr. Chalk? 

Mr. Cuatk. Yes, Senator. I am sorry I could not give you more 
advance notice of this, but this is in the nature of practically a last- 
minute thought to appear here. And I prepared a letter and an 
enclosure relating to some unsolicited tests that we have been running 
between Washington and Friendship Airport. I believe the letter 
is self-explanatory. May I read it into the minutes? 

Senator Hotitanp. You may read the letter. I see there are sta- 
tistics attached. 

Mr. Cuax. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hotianp. They will be placed in the record. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


D. C. Transit System, INc., 
Washington, D. C., January 30, 1957. 
The Honorable S. L. HoLtanp, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR HOLLAND: In order to determine the issue of time in connection 
with the use of Friendship Airport from various points in Washington, I sub- 
mitted the following request to members of my staff. 

“TI would like you to conduct a series of test runs with a driver of a limousine 
and someone from the traffic department. These test runs are to be conducted 
on each day of the week, not necessarily in the same week, with departures from 
the Statler Hotel and/or Chevy Chase Circle to Friendship Airport—the first 
departure to start about 6:45 in the morning from the Statler, intended to catch 
an § o’clock airplane departure from Friendship and to bring back an 8:30 
arrival at Friendship. The same performance should be repeated as follows: 

“To catch an 11 o'clock departure and an 11: 30 arrival at Friendship. 

“To catch a 3 o’clock departure and a 3: 30 arrival. 

“To catch a 4: 30 departure and a 5 o’clock arrival. 

“To catch a 5:30 departure and a 6 o’clock arrival. 

“To catch a 7: 30 departure and an 8 o'clock arrival. 

“This series of tests should be conducted at various times, to suit your own 
convenience, over the next 30 days, with very accurate logging by limousine, car, 
or any other method of transportation. All speeds should be kept well within 
the speed limits and a record kept of the speed maintained on various sections of 
the route, dividing the route into at least five segments for this purpose.” 
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Annexed hereto is their report, which I feel might be helpful in connection with 
your inquiry. Although I am definitely in favor of construction of a secondary 
airport to serve the Washington area, I am wholeheartedly in favor of using 
Friendship Airport as a stopgap to a serious inadequacy. 

I further wish to call your attention to the fact that, if a new airport terminal 
building were constructed in the Union Station-Capitol area to provide central- 
ized multiple service covering Washington National Airport, Burke Airport, and 
Friendship Airport, a minimum of 5 minutes could be cut from each of the timings 
submitted in the 6-week report referred to above covering the 42 roundtrip tests. 
This would mean that the average maximum of 50 minutes could safely be 
reduced to 45 minutes, operating from the suggested new terminal area. These 
times compare favorably with the multiple airport situation in New York City, 
where the limousine trips from the East Side Terminal to La Guardia and 
Idlewilde are scheduled for 40 and 55 minutes, respectively, and from the West 
Side Terminal to Newark for 40 minutes. 

I trust that this information may be service to you and your committee, and 
remain 
Most sincerely, 
























O. Roy CHALK, President. 
Enclosure: 


The Honorable James G. Beall, United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
The Honorable John M. Butler, United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


The Honorable George H. Fallon, United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 


D. C. Transit System, Inc., summary of checks showing time consumed between 
Statler Hotel and Friendship Airport 


Leave | Arrive | Time 









Day Date Weather Statler | — \jconsumed 
ship 

























































a.m. | a.m. Minutes 
Wine isis Lapse ocd cial Jan. 14,1957 6:562 | 8:03? | 67 
SE Bic Sei vis wnnaatheude~ . 8, 1957 6:44% 7:33 4814 
Wednesday . 9,1957 6:45 7:342 | 492 
Thursday - ------ : . 10,1957 9 7:3334| 
EE Ain cerd wis ode . 11,1957 7:35 | 
GREGG cs 6; - iv bctink deans . 19,1957 : 7: | 
ith er dicasecsaccon ey 3. gy eee ett 6:442 7:302 | 46 
ES Ee ees ee pa a eS 9:53 10:56 | 63 
i cca ie I Ue I as, ox cine naienasoall 9:45 10:35 | 50 
Wednesday SUC eS. 9:45 10:33? | 482 
NE ont emminncighit’ 5 SO: Bh oOO. ini 2s ai 9:442 10:342 | 50 
IG Cont San rs onwaincces Sh, TARE | ih Se ntscntes enccase 10:044%4 10:54 4934 
Ee » 33,1067 14. Geb li. ids. Ack dude 9:44 10:35 | 51 
I tit ied cantithties bs doco ink 8 eh”. ee fj 
PE oak ch aoanmanncas . 14,1957 | Clear ¢_- 5i 
IE pais. 2 hang wil &dee | Jan. 8, 1957 |- Naik ocehacadetas | 1:4514 2:342 491g 
Wednesday.........---.------| Jan. 9,1957 | Cloudy. -.......-.--- ikl 1:45 2:36 | 51 
-: Set ehe eae TR Pa eee 1:49 2:38? | 49° 
Pile i a a. Jan. 11,1957 |_.--- Ms idea ese cs 1:43? 2:342 51 
Gatentay. <i. ss ioscan Siew Jan. 12,1957 |..--- Siok. <3 hike he abl 1:45 2:38%4 | 534% 
Site k séncddgsee baa Jan: 15/8067) ROGET 3 << ndcianpcnees ues 1:442 2:35%%4 | 51% 
| Ele A ce Sala Jan. 14,1967 | Clear ©................... 3:14 4:07 53 
TORN i254. 6 SOLA Jan. 15,1957 | Snow ¢_______.._- 3:15 4:13 | 58 
WGA ois cack id 04d ~e Fa. | DE TORT OO oss <cincs ese nc ci. | 3:15 4:05%4| 5034 
I cB a tits nets Jan. 17,1957 |.-..- eli desinaet en aaa sheuce 3:14 4:06 52 
ete Seas acest hes. = os Jan. 18,1957 |-..-- i leaded cig abun 3:14 4:06 52 
Seppe = lke gum TRIG FP Oieedy oes...) 2402 .- | 3:15 4:06 51 
Gas ceitaSvalegtoxisd- wine Jan. 13,1957 |._... Wt ies Sacks etd. 52b-5 4 | 3:13 4:004% 4744 
thee eaunah A. de EES « ecneadindeconssenes | 4:11 5:0144 50% 
oP LU ee ae be ee ee -=e4 4:15% 5:30%4 742 
Woedresdag.. 3.25. alc: Jae, ‘2G TOG Cera sc tsk... sa} 4:15 5:10% 554 
TROSOGRT « «cadherin cncsyuxs-s Jan. 17,1957 |.--..- 1, hacge-gateiceeebads 4:1534 5:0434 49 
Ne nen ee Fe gd Oi Bh cick id e Dlaaicae | 4:15 5°05? | 50? 
SS ee ace b Demi.) SRR e tebe ces cee de nw cose co cos 4:1534 5:05 | 492 
aS Jan. URRReT Te ~ 6 ee Fn sch } 4:15? 4:592 | 44 
DED is bkGhne ein ccscedses Jan. 14,1957 6:19 | 7:1634| 573% 
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ee 2 22. 135s e sks Jan. 17,1957 |_.--- MAU dei acs Jaielas 6:13? 7:03 | 492 
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42 minutes, 
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a. ™. a. ™. Minutes 
Wemaee i. 3. sce A Jan. 14,1957 8:44 9:53 | 69 
eS... neh aot oni: Jan. 8, 1957 8:4434 9:3534 51 
i | Ra eee: Jan, 9, 1957 8:45 9:38 53? 
allied hada ahaa Jan. 10,1957 §:4434 9:36? 51% 
3 . 11,1957 8:45 9:35 50 
GORI ORGO 25 6c 58k. he deek Jan. 19, 1957 8:45 9:30? 452 
ES EEE PBS OR Jan. 13,1957 8:4434! 9:3284) 48 
p.m. p.m. 
Monday... 2.22 52.55266..022) Sa SR hc 11:44 12:402 | > 56? 
Eh cstcennetincnicaacal Jon. & ORI. SOUS ak ase 11:443%4 12:34 | 4914 
, OS Sr ae Jan, Ole | Geeeer......~........ 11:45 12:36 | 51 
Thursday --......- Dr See we ¢ 22> rey ere 11:442 12:36 | 51? 
FREE ES ocacdnceuldoodienbod S0t, Theale PAL Sd 11:44? 12:33 482 
GOING i dase <b sccrnbecaen pee: (CA ST SS aa eee 11:45 12:342 49? 
eecactoan oes ancotecesnenda eee ns Lacan's acacia Me aie 11:45 12:34 49 
a le ea Jan. 14,1957 3:45 4:42% 574% 
i Aeneas, 7 Ue 3:44 4:33 482 
yp a aa Jan. 9, 1957 3:442 4:37% 534 
Sos dekshakeanddhawe Jan. 10,1957 3:444 4:368% 523 
3:442 4:33 | 482 
3:44? 4:35 502 
3:45 4:35 50 
5:15? 6:0734| 52% 
5:15 6:27 ¢§2 
5:15 6:05 50 
5:15 6:07 | 52 
5:14% 6:04 | 494 
5:15? 6:06 | 50? 
5:153 620434) 4946 
6:15 701 | 46 
6:14% 7:144% 59? 
6:15 7:04% 4944 
Guts 7:008 45% 
6:14%4 701% 462 
6:15 7:01% 1644 
6:15 6:592 442 
8:13? 9:07% 53% 
9:03 10:02 59 
8:15 9:042 | 492 
8:142 9:012 47 
Pent a. cnalceebsegias 8:15 9:04 | 49 
iS ARO SS aa chk 8:142 9:0334) 49% 
San at ae as 8:13 9:0344 50% 














Denotes snow and ice on streets. 
>Delayed 4? minutes repairing skid chain. 
«Delayed 53 minutes repairing skid chain. 


Note.—If a new airport terminal building were constructed in the Union Station-Capitol area to provide 
centralized multiple service covering Washington National Airport, Burke Airport and Friendship Airport, 
a minimum of 5 minutes could be cut from each of the timings submitted above. This would mean that 
the Sen ae maximum of 50 minutes could be safely reduced to 45 minutes operating from the suggested new 
terminal area. 


TEST RUNS TO FRIENDSHIP 

















Mr. Cuatx. Approximately 6 weeks ago the D. C. Transit System, 
unsolicited, decided to conduct a series of tests, just for the purpose 
of determining what the actual running time would be, from some 
central point in Washington to Friendship Airport. 

There has been, to my mind, a lot of guesswork and a lot of esti- 
mates, but actual facts—I do not believe, to my knowledge, that test 
runs have recently been had. And I thought it might be a good idea, 
as a service, and to aid those interested parties, to run—and we have 
been doing so for the past 6 weeks—a series of automobile trips from 
the Statler Hotel to Friendship Airport. 

Now, we did this every day for the past 6 weeks, and we tried to set 
up what might be the most heavily traveled times for air traffic. In 
other words, to catch a morning departure, 7: 30 or 8 o’clock; to catch 
an 11:30 departure, a 2 or 2:30 departure, a 5 or 5:30 time. The 
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convenient times that travelers, such as myself or yourself, might 
possibly attempt to make. And gaging the normal hours that a trav- 
eler would more often ask for a fig it, we set up these trial runs. 

Forty-two of them, round trips, were completed as of yesterday, and 
it was only yesterday that I actually learned of the session that was 
taking place today. And, of course, I called this morning. I learned 
of it last night. I call to ask permission if, in a spirit of helpfulness, 
this might be of service to the committee, to aid them in their de- 
liberations as to the value of factual information relating to Friend- 
ship Airport. 


ACCURACY OF TESTS 


I found, as you will when you examine the test runs, that the maxi- 
mum time from the Statler Hotel to Friendship was about 50 minutes. 
1 actually have not even had a chance to completely analyze it, because 
I learned it this morning. But glancing at it rather quickly, you will 
find that the average maximum time is about 50 minutes and the 
average minimum time might be 7 or 8 minutes less than that. That 
is at all times of the day including Sundays or Mondays or straight 
through the week. So it is a rather comprehensive and accurate 
analysis. 

I also find, and you will see the suggestion, within the letter, and 
at the bottom of the analysis, that had we started from a more adyna- 
tageous point, such as this very area that we are in now, that would 
undoubtedly, in our opinion, chop off 5 minutes from the running time. 

You will find in my letter the suggestion that if there were a central 
terminal which could service multiple airports, such as the Washing- 
ton National Airport, the Friendship Airport, and the proposed 
Burke or such other airport as may be determined, at least a supple- 
mental airport to the needs of Washington, you will find that by start- 
ing at a point say within the capital area, your average time to 
Friendship Airport would be possibly 45 minutes as a maximum. 

Now, I have compared that time with other central airport terminals 
in other cities, particularly with New York, with which [ am familiar. 
And I checked the times with the airlines. And the running time 
which they suggest insofar as, say, a departure from the East Side 
terminal in New York to Idlewild, is, I believe, 55 minutes, and to 
LaGuardia I think 40 minutes or 45 minutes. I think I have it set 
up there. And from the West Side terminal to Newark Airport, 40 
minutes. 

Senator Hotianp. They have two separate terminals? 

Mr. Cuatx. Yes, they have two separate terminals, one on the East 
Side and one on the West Side. 


NEED FOR TERMINAL IN UNION STATION-CAPITAL AREA 


Senator Hotianp. You suggest with the terminal here, which you 
suggest be near the Union Station—you describe it as the Union 
Station-Capitol area—the average times will be as stated by you? 

Mr. Cuarx. That is correct. In other words our tests indicate 
50-minute average maxima from the Statler and we anticipate with- 
out any question that there is a 5-minute saving at this area rather than 
from the Statler area. 

Senator Horianp. Now, did you make similar tests for the pro- 
posed Burke site? 
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Mr. Cuatx. No, I have not, but I would be very glad to try it, at 
no expense to the committee. 
Senator Horranp, Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chalk. It 
pi to me you have performed a public service, and I thank you 
or it, 

Mr. Cuatx. Thank you. 

Senator Hotitanp. Now that, with the filing of the CAA estimate, 
which has already been placed in the record, completes all that we 
have set up for this afternoon. 

We are hoping to close the hearings this afternoon. 

Is there anybody that has anything so important on his mind that 
he feels that 1t ought to be disclosed so that the public might hear it? 


MATERIAL FURNISHED FOR THE RECORD 


There will be inserted in the record at this point the letter of August 
2, 1956, from the Under Secretary of Commerce for Transportation 
relative to steps to alleviate air-traflic congestion in the Washington 
area; and the letters of January 25 and January 30, 1957, from the 
Administrator of the Civil Aeronautics Administration relative to cer- 
tain exhibits provided for his record. 

There is also for the record a telegram from Mrs. Eva Hinton of the 
Progressive Citizens Association of Georgetown relative to designa- 
tion of Friendship as an auxiliary facility; the letter of January 15 
from Mr. Leon A. Rubenstein of the Baltimore City Council urging 
use of Friendship; the letter of Harry A. Boswell of Mount Rainier, 
Md., relating to use of Andrews; the letter of January 16 from Mr. 
B. C, Clarke suggesting the Beltsville site; the letter of January 21 
from Owen J. Remington, Secretary of the Burke Communities Civic 
Association recommending further thorough study of the air-traffic 
needs for Washington; and a letter from James E. Weber of Washing- 
ton, D. C. urging use of Friendship. 

(The material referred to follows :) 


THE UNDER SECRETARY OF COMMERCE FOR TRANSPORTATION, 
Washington, August 2, 1956. 
Hon. Spessarp L. HoLianp, 
Chairman, Department of Commerce and Related Agencies Subcommittee, 
Committee on Appropriations, United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Assistant Secretary George T. Moore has reported to me 
his recent telephone conversation with you concerning a Washington supple- 
mentary airport. I hope this letter will serve to supply you with information 
pertinent to your telephone call. 

In order that one point may be clear, Washington National Airport is not 
now and will not be operated beyond its safe capacity. The heavy air traffic 
density in the air over Washington and in other major metropolitan areas in 
the country is a matter of concern to all of us. However, you are aware of the 
significant steps which are underway to alleviate this air-traffie congestion. 

As Secretary Weeks indicated in his report to the Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce Committee of the United States Senate, our forecasts indicate that a 
Washington supplementary airport will be needed by the time its first usable 
stage can be constructed. Even so, the full capabilities of the present airport can 
be increased and are being increased now. Additional construction work now 
in process includes higher speed taxiways, ramp space, gates, and baggage 
facilities among other things. 

Secretary Weeks communicated to the Secretary of Defense the recommenda- 
tions of both the Senate and House Appropriations Committees regarding the 
relocation of the Military Air Transport Service, as well as his own feelings on 
the subject, on June 1, 1956. Since that time the Administrator of Civil Aero- 
nautics has initiated conversations with General Bergquist of the Air Force on 
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the subject, and staff members are working on possible courses of action at 
this time. 

The military has voluntarily applied restrictions to instrument fights at Bolling 
and Anacostia Fields with the intent of reducing traffic congestion, as well as 
not permitting other than important official flights to operate under instrument 
conditions. To give you an indication of the instrument usage of the Washington 
National, Bolling and Anacostia facilities, I am quoting the actual tabulation of 
instrument approaches at each airport for the past 6 months. 


Bolling Anacostia 


January 745 
February 
March 


For all practical purposes insofar as instrument operations are concerned 
these three airports must be considered as a single airport. In other words, 
any instrument approach to Bolling or Anacostia must be subtracted from the 
instrument capacity of Washington National Airport. The same navigational 
aids and instrument holding patterns are used to conduct the instrument ap- 
proaches for the three airports. 

From the standpoint of safety, Friendship Airport has been available and used 
as an alternate airport during bad-weather conditions from the time that it was 
opened on June 15, 1950. As to requiring its use on an interim or permanent 
basis for providing additional air traffic facilities for the Washington area, this 
is not an action that the Civil Aeronautics Administration has authority to 
undertake. This authority rests with the Civil Aeronautics Board. 

The Secretary wrote the chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board on July 9, 
1956, as indicated by the attached copy. Following receipt of this letter by the 
Board, the Secretary, the Civil Aeronautics Administrator, and I met with the 
Board and its staff on July 19 for a lengthy discussion. Subsequent to that 
meeting, I again met with the chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board on 
July 27. Asa result of these actions it appears that the Civil Aeronautics Board 
is ready to set hearings subject to the following two paragraphs: 

It is my understanding that even under expedited handling, the Board would 
be compelled in its procedures to receive testimony from all who would be 
affected. This might include all carriers presently serving Baltimore, all car- 
riers presently serving Washington, some carriers serving other nearby points 
which might adversely be affected, municipal, State, and county officials, civic 
groups from both Baltimore and Washington, and perhaps some agencies of the 
Federal Government. Based on the record of the Board in handling other 
matters where as many wanted to be heard as would probably be found in this 
ease, it is contemplated that a period of several months to a year might be 
involved. 

You know also that a decision which would be considered adverse to anyone’s 
interests would, of course, be subject to court review, and it is anticipated, 
according to my understanding, that court action would almost certainly be 
sought in this instance. 

From an air traffic congestion standpoint, the east-west direction of the 
primary runway at Friendship as well as the location of the airport itself in 
reference to the Washington-New York heavily traveled airway presents a 
substantial traffic conflict situation. This would be limiting to air travel not 
only to or from Friendship but in the matter of overflying en route air traffic 
(e. g., New York-Florida flights). 

We are still of the opinion that geographically the airport now existing at 
Andrews Air Force Base is the most desirable site for a second commercial 
airport to serve the Nation’s Capitol. Incidentally, it may be of interest to 
you that, although an Air Force general testified before the Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee of the Senate to the effect that we had not con- 
tacted the Air Force prior to making our report on the second airport to the 
committee, the Secretury and I both had personal conversations on this subject 
with the Acting Secretary of the Air Force in December 1955, and January 2, 
1956. Messrs. Lowen and Burton visited the Acting Secretary shortly before 
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this for the purpose of apprising him of the nature of our report and discussing 
it with him. 


I trust the above will be of assistance to you, and will be glad to provide in 
detail any additional information you may desire . 
Sincerely yours, 


Louis S. RorTHScHILD. 


P. S.—yYou will perhaps be interested in the attached copy of a letter that 
Secretary Weeks has just written to Senator Hayden in the same connection. 


JULY 9, 1956. 
Hon. JAMES DURFEE, 


Chairman, Civil Aeronautics Board, 
Washington, D. C. 


DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: The President today has asked Congress for a supple- 
mental appropriation of $34,700,000 to commence construction of a second civil 
airport in the Washington metropolitan area located in the vicinity of Burke, 
Va. The Civil Aeronautics Administration, Department of Commerce, is taking 
the necessary action to present the details of this request to the Congress. 

Even though such funds as are presently requested are immediately forth- 
coming and available, and even though construction should begin immediately 
with availability of such funds, there will be several years before these facili- 
ties are usable. 

It is probable that in this construction period schedules of airlines plus ar- 
rival and departure of private, business, and certain necessary military aircraft 
at Washington National Airport will tend to overload the capacity of this air- 
port. If this should occur, it would be well in my judgment for the Civil Aero- 
nautics Board to exercise the authority granted in section 404 (a) of the Civil 
Aeronautics Act of 1988 by diverting the additional excess traffic to Friendship 
International Airport in nearby Maryland until additional facilities are available 
here. 

I have before me a communication from Senator Butler of Maryland bringing 
to our attention the immediate availability of Friendship Airport, and urging 
that Friendship be utilized on an interim basis, if necessary, until such time 
as the final answer to this problem is reached. 

I coneur in this suggestion and my recommendation is that the Board im- 
mediately designate Friendship International Airport as an alternate to Wash- 


ington National Airport for excess traffic until the new airport facilities are 
commissioned for use. 


Sincerely yours, 


SINCLAIR WEEKS, 
Secretary of Commerce. 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
Civit AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR, 


Washington, January 25, 1957. 
Hon. Spessarp L. HoLLann, 


Chairman, Special Subcommittee, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR SENATOR HOLLAND: During the hearing held to develop further facts 
on the need for an additional airport to serve the Washington area the commit- 
tee requested the record be supplied with additional explanatory information 
which we have prepared and enclosed herewith to be introduced in the record 
at the points indicated on each exhibit. 

In addition to supplying these exhibits, we wish to clarify certain points which 
were developed at the hearing. 

We did not intend to create the impression that the Burke Airport is needed 
solely for the purpose of providing facilities for civil jet aircraft, now expected 
to be in operation as early as 1959, While it is true that Washington National 
Airport cannot adequately handle civil jet transport aircraft and new airport 
facilities are required for jet operations, nevertheless a new airport to serve 
Washington is essential because of the tremendous increase in air traffic antici- 
pated during the next few years even if it were all to be handled by existing 
types of aircraft and not by jets. It is our further opinion that the same rate 
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of increase in passenger traffic will be experienced at Friendship Airport, and 
it will therefore be necessary to look elsewhere than to Friendship Airport to 
accommodate the anticipated increase in Washington traffic. 

Air service to Washington between 1948 and 1956 increased 219 percent in 
enplaned passengers and 89 percent in air carrier departures. These per- 
centages were 5 percent above the national average. The following chart shows 
the increase in the number of passengers during the 10-year period 1946-56 and 
the anticipated increase by 1965: 


Washington air passenger traffic, 1946-65 
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1 Using the premise that Washington’s total airline passengers will average 10 percent of the United States 
enplaned total. The CAA has developed a forecast showing a range from 60 to 72 million domestic airline 
revenue passengers for 1960 and from 80 to 106 million passengers for 1965. 


Based upon the past increase in passenger traffic, the Washington potential of 
total airline passengers will number between 6 and 7 million by 1960, increasing 
to between 8 and 10 million by 1965. As we have indicated in our previous 
testimony before this committee, the Washington National Airport has virtually 
reached its operational capacity. Consequently, new airport facilities for this 
increased Washington traffic are required. 

With respect to the location of a new airport, from the standpoint of meeting 
the technical requirements of air traffic control, any additional facility estab- 
lished must be located in a westerly position from the existing Washington Na- 
tional Airport. This is necessary in order to permit air traffic control to provide 
essential and safe separation and at the same time permit a continuous flow of 
air traffic, both landing and taking off. The location of the Friendship Airport 
does not lend itself to this requirement. Any major increase in capacity in 
operations at that airport, such as installation of dual runways, will, because of 
its close proximity to the heavily traveled north-south airways, further restrict 
operations in the Washington area. In order to insure efficient traffic flow 
and to eliminate hazards created by such a situation, the addition of an airport 
located at Burke, Va., will be far more desirable. The Burke site is located 
approximately 13 miles in the desirable westerly direction from Washington 
National Airport. This is, of course, more convenient and economical for the 
interchange of passengers moving in the Washington area. 

There was considerable discussion at the hearing concerning the feasibility of 
providing transportation by helicopter or shuttle airplane between airports for 
the interchange of hundreds of thousands of passengers or for transporting even 
larger numbers of passengers destined to or from Washington between Friend- 
ship Airport and Washington. We do not believe that shuttle airplane or heli- 
copter service is a practical or economical answer to mass transportation of 
passengers. In the first place, operational costs for the present are prohibitive 
and could not be afforded by the average passenger nor from a subsidy standpoint 
by the Government. 

We hope that this information furnished for the record satisfactorily answers 
the points touched upon by the committee. If there is any further information 
that you desire, please do not hesitate to call on us. 

Sincerely yours, 
James T. PYLe, 
Administrator of Civil Aeronautics. 
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DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
Civiz AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR, 
Washington, January 30, 1957. 
Hon. Spessarp L. Horianp, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee, Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR HOLLAND: Reference is made to your verbal request for clari- 
fying information contained in my letter of January 25, 1957, in which it was 
stated that “It is my further opinion that the same rate of increase in passenger 
traffic will be experienced at Friendship Airport, and it will therefore be neces- 
sary to look elsewhere than Friendship Airport to accommodate the anticipated 
increase in Washington traffic.” Based on our statistical records, Baltimore’s 
total passengers will average around 1 percent of the United States enplaned 
passengers as compared with 10 percent for Washington. A substantial growth 
is anticipated on the national scale and the percentage of traffic generated by 
each of the two areas is expected to remain relatively constant. 

The number of passengers and aircraft operations are useful criteria ; however, 
in determining the capacity of a given airport, the number of instrument flight 
rule operations per typical busy hour has proven to be the best measure of an 
airport’s capacity. We know from experience that a single runway airport, such 
as Washington National and Friendship, cannot normally be expected to efficiently 
handle more than 40 operations per typical busy hour. There follows a table 
indicating the volume of passengers and operations at the subject airports. 
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Reference to this data and page 27 of the Report on Washington Supple- 
mentary Airport as submitted to Congress in January 1955, reveals that the 
Washington metropolitan area will require airport facilities capable of handling 
72 air carrier and 89 total operations per hour by 1960. The traffic from this 
area alone will then exceed the reasonable capacity for both Washington National 
and Friendship with one runway airport configurations, Furthermore, if the 
Friendship facility were expanded to a dual runway configuration and the 
excess Washington traflic used Friendship, even then its capacity. would be 
saturated by 1965 by the excess of Washington traffic alone, as 91 air carrier 
and 130 total aircraft operations per typical busy hour will need to be accom- 
modated. It is apparent, therefore, that use of Friendship Airport will not 
provide a permanent solution of the problem of adequate facilities to handle 
the growing Washington air traffic. A new dual runway airport located close to 
Washington in addition to the present facilities of the Washington National 
Airport is necessary for the Nation’s Capital, and Friendship is essential to the 
proper development of Baltimore’s air traffie petential. 

Also, te report on a question which was raised as to the soil condition at 
Burke, Va., you will be interested to know that prior to selecting the Burke site 
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in 1951, all available soils data were studied. These data indicated the general 
classification of soils that existed on the site. In addition, there were con- 
sultations with soils engineers familiar with conditions in the area. Sub- 
sequently, the Bureau of Public Roads made tests that included the use of 
seismic and electrical resistivity equipment, together with auger borings and 
studies of well logs of exposed material in highway cuts and in railroad cuts. 
The conclusion, from these studies and tests, was that there would be no major 
soils problems that are not normally encountered in a project of this magnitude. 

In compliance with a further oral request, we are enclosing a current estimate 
of the cost of developing the proposed Burke Airport. 

If we can be of any further assistance, please call upon us. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES T. PYLE, 
Administrator of Civil Aeronautics, 


WASHINGTON, D. C., January 15. 
Senator Spessarp L. HoLiLanp, 


Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR HOLLAND: At its membership meeting January 14 the Progres- 
sive Citizens Association of Georgetown voted unanimously to urge that Friend- 
ship Airport be designated as auxiliary to relieve the overcrowding of National 
Airport and that this be effected as soon as possible. 

Respectfully, 


Eva Hinton, President. 


City OF BALTIMORE, 
Crry CouncmtL, 


Baltimore 2, Md., January 15, 1957. 
Hon. Spessarp L. HOLLAnp, 


Chairman, Subcommittee Washington National Airport, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear SeNaToR HOLLAND: I make a prediction that I hope will not come true— 
that in the coming year the congestion at the National Airport will bring about 
the most terrible collision in airport history. 

It is generally regarded by pilots that Washington ranks foremost as the 
most dangerous airport in the country. The major contributing factor to this 
danger is the overcrowding of flights into this airport which is considerably 
aggravated when the weather closes in. 

Another great danger at National Airport, not generally known, is the con- 
gestion of air communications. A report on this problem prepared for the Air 
Coordinating Committee shows that in a 34-day period there were 19 instances 
of complete saturation of the frequencies assigned to the airport for periods 
ranging from 3 minutes to 4 minutes. Under this condition, the report says, the 
tower’s answering calls must be temporarily postponed and delayed, or aircraft 
must be asked to repeat their transmission. 

I hope that we do not wait for the inevitable accident before recognizing that 
a most-modern facility, Friendship International Airport, is at Washington’s 
doorstep. Friendship International is about 30 minutes from midtown Wash- 
ington, by way of a modern beautiful freeway. 

It is simple morality and good commonsense that Friendship International 
Airport be utilized in the interest of safety. This can be done by putting an 
immediate freeze on flights into Washington. Any airline requesting additional 
flights should be directed to serve this area by using Friendship as its terminal. 
The situation can also be alleviated by designating Friendship International 
Airport as coterminal with Washington in the same manner that there are 
eoterminals at Dallas and Fort Worth, at San Francisco and Oakland. 

I trust that in view of the accelerated growth of air travel in the Baltimore- 
Washington-metropolitan area that your committee uses its good offices to in- 
fluence the Civil Aeronautics Board that they designate Friendship International 
Airport as a coterminal for this area and that they freeze flights into National 
Airport at their present number, and direct any request for additional flights 
to Friendship International Airport. 
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With respect to the proposed Burke Airport, I wish to point out this simple 
fact. The utilization of the terrific potential at Friendship International Air- 


port will eliminate the need of another airport for the Washington area. 
Sincerely yours, 


Leon A. RUBENSTELN. 


Harry A. Boswett Co., INc., 
Mount Rainier, Md., January 12, 1957. 
Senator SPessaArp L. HOLLAND, 
Chairman, Senate Appropriations Subcommittee for Washington Airport, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Str: Enclosed is a map of the Washington metropolitan area which 
clearly shows the most feasible location for a second airport to serve the National 
Capital area is Andrews Field. 

Andrews is served by three radial dual highways from the District but most 
importantly is on the circumferential highway which skirts Andrews and 
uniquely assists it in serving the entire surrounding area of Prince Georges and 
Montgomery Counties of Maryland and much of Virginia more conveniently 
than Burke. Because of the tremendous population expansion in the Maryland 
counties, the location of the second airport at Burke would be completely out 
of balance in serving Metropolitan Washington’s population, making air connec- 
tions inconvenient for the heavy population of Metropolitan Washington in the 
Maryland suburbs. 

Erroneous information has been furnished the citizens near Andrews that 
commercial plane flights from Andrews would add to their inconvenience and 
danger and that because of the nature of the military installations there would 
be a substantial loss to the Government caused by the abandonment of military 
facilities if commercial planes were to use Andrews. Based entirely upon 
this information these local citizens have opposed change in the status of 
Andrews. As any aircraft expert can testify, combat-type aircraft are designed 
and used with less attention to safety and noise factors than transport aircraft. 
Secondly, the highest number of accidents comes from pilots who are not regu- 
larly engaged in flying, therefore the proficiency and transitional flights, which 
are the large bulk of the flights now emanating from Andrews, are the most 
dangerous. The safest use and the use causing the least inconvenience to the 
densely built up surrounding area would be the field’s use for a combination 
of commercial transport and Military Air Transport Service aircraft. If this 
information were to be given to the local citizens by proper authorities their 
attitude would change to support the use of Andrews for commercial rather 
than maintain the present opposition. As to the cost to the Government caused 
by abandoning the military-type facilities, the location of the military faciliies 
on the periphery of the field can be maintained and used by the Military Air 
Transport Service while the commercial terminal facilities can be located in the 
center of the field connecting to the circumferential road by a highway which 

would be depressed under both a road connecting the military section and the 
aircraft approach line. By this means the military installation can be main- 
tained with proper security and the best possible design would be accomplished 
for the commercial transport operations. 

The combination of a commercial field and the Military Air Transport Service 
terminal will tremendously increase the efficiency of the Military Air Transport 
Service passengers arriving on international flights and transfering to domestic 
earriers to other points within the United States. This combination should also 
expedite direct international connections from airfields within the National 
Capital area as MATS pioneers new routes with longer range aircraft capable 
of flying directly from Washington to London and Paris. 

There will remain of course need for a convenient location for the combat-type 
aircraft but this use including proficiency and transitional flights can be com- 
bined with the need for an airfield to serve the United States Naval Academy. 
With the new highway projects under construction it will be possible to locate 
a field away from the densely developed metropolitan area where this type of 
flying causes danger to the many residences and still not be inconvenient for 
either the pilots from the Pentagon who need this convenience to maintain 
their flight proficiency or for the Naval Academy fledglings, as well as for the 
Reserve and National Guard pilots who should certainly prefer having a field 
which would not be surrounded by residences. 
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I am writing as an individual concerned with the best development of the 
National Capital area and maximum support of our military security but for 
your information I am or have been chairman of the Maryland Conference on 
Community Development, president, Maryland Real Estate Association, chairman 
of the National Association of Home Builders Community Facilities Committee, 
president, Home Builders Association of Metropolitan Washington, president, 
Maryland Council of Chambers of Commerce, president of Prince Georges 
Chamber of Commerce, president, Prince Georges Real Estate Board, and 
member of the advisory committee to the Maryland National Capital Park and 
Planning Commission; and during and after World War II commanded. the 
85th Airdrome Squadron which operated airfields on IE Shima and Ashiya, 
Japan, later commanding a unit in the District of Columbia Air National Guard. 

Very truly yours, 
Harry A. Boswert, Jr. 


Uniten Strares SENATE, 
PERIODICAL PRESS GALLERY, 
January 16, 1957. 
Senator SpessArp L. HOLLAND, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR HOLLAND: In reference to my suggestion in our conversation 
yesterday that a part, or section, of the 13,000 to 14,000 acres of the Agricui- 
tural Research Center, east of the B. & O. tracks at Beltsville, might. be consid- 
ered as a location for a new airport, I will say further: 

While this is only an idea, and I do not urge it, this reservation out there is 
about three-fourths the size of the District of Columbia. Much of it is in wood- 
land, at least one-half of it. It is practically level, only 2 or 3 hills of any 
moment in it. 

The land is now owned by the Government, so there are no farmers to disturb 
or stir up. There are three brick buildings of about the size of the Standard 
Oil building, 261 Constitution, and a heating plant, near the center of the tract. 
These buildings do not need to be disturbed. There are a few other brick 
buildings at the south end of the tract used by animal industry. Otherwise, the 
buildings there are chiefly some residences, machine shops, barns and stables, and 
shelters. 

This land is very close to submarginal. It is of poor quality, and no one has 
ever told me yet that it was suited to plant experimentation. It is poor land. 
far from the big farming areas and belts, located in the midst of the industrial- 
ized seaboard, and more and more being given over to animal industry because 
of low quality of the land. 

This land is much more free of fog than the National Airport; the time in 
driving from Washington Cathedral to the turnoff into the reservation——via 
Massachusetts and New York Avenues and the Baltimore-Washington Parkway 
is, at the most, 30 minutes; there are no new roads to build. The cost of 
grading and leveling would be relatively small, because it is largely level now. 

There is plenty of room for a big airport and agricultural research, and some 
timberland still left, on this tract. The cost would probably be a half, or a third 
or a fourth, of the proposed Burke Airport, and it would be closer and easier to 
reach. 

Sincerely yours, 





B. C. CLARKE. 





BURKE COMMUNITIES Crvic ASSOCIATION, 
Burke, Va., January 21, 1957. 
Senator Spessarp L. HoLianp, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR HOLLAND: The executive board of Burke Communities Civic 
Association herewith expresses formally to you, in behalf of all of the residents 
of this area, their thanks for the objective, eminently fair-minded manner in 
which you are conducting the hearings on the proposed second Washington 
airport. 

As those most closely affected by proposals to locate such an airport in their 
very backyards, members of this association have constantly fought against the 
proposal. 

But at the same time, as public-spirited citizens, we have called for an entirely 
new, thorough, exhaustive study of the air-traffic needs of Washington. We 
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believe that conditions have changed so drastically since 1951 that all argu- 
ments and quoted figures as to needs, costs, availability, and others are com- 
pletely obsolete. 

A thorough survey should be made by some competent engineering firm—not 
by the airlines, real-estate dealers, contractors, and others who stand to profit. 
Costs would prove well worth while since data established would provide to 
the Congress a sound foundation upon which to base action, rather than state- 
ments of opinions or guesses. 

Such a survey should, of course, explore thoroughly all factors of actual need, 
the best site, costs, and financing. 

Need.—A survey should establish exact figures which could be scientifically 
projected into the future, on population growth, potential customer use, indus- 
trial services rendered or that could be rendered, commercial utilization and 
future commercial utilization, and the possibilities generally of a second airport 
being a financial success—not a drain on the Federal Government or on the 
State in which it might be located. (It is our belief that the clamor for a new 
airport is not based on any scientific facts, but rather on a subjective basis often 
governed by desire for purely personal gain.) 

Site.—If a need be clearly demonstrated, then obviously the best possible site 
should be selected. This should be based upon factors of convenience (both to 
incoming traffic and availability to the largest possible number of potential 
customers) ; safety (certainly the airlines owe as much consideration to the 
hundreds of thousands under the planes as to the hundreds in the aircraft) ; 
services such as water, electricity, gas, policing, ete.; community impact (adverse 
impact would be less on an established commercial or industrial area than on a 
predominantly residential section). 

Costs.—This, of course, would be closely bound to the site selected, the size of 
the airport, and to maintenance and upkeep. (The Burke site apparently was 
chosen arbitrarily although some ostensible claims are made concerning alleged 
low original land acquisition costs—but it is rolling, heavily wooded. Clearing 
and leveling alone would absorb the major portion of a $35 million appropriation 
before any actual work on runways could be started. Construction cost estimates 
and others that are used by proponents of Burke are based on 1950 figures and 
are no longer valid.) 

Financing.—Exactly why should the Federal Government finance a second 
Washington airport? If done here, why not for other cities? If the venture 
would be as financially successful as proponents claim, why do they not form a 
corporation in the American spirit of free enterprise, to build and run a second 
Washington airport? 

Finally, sir, our group has maintained that if a survey shows that a second 
airport is actually needed, then no matter what site selected should be the site 
not merely of another airport, but of an air traffic center (something like that 
built at Pittsburgh) which would serve the needs of the entire area for the 
future—at least to the year 2000. 

Again, Senator Holland, we express to you and your committee our sincere 
thanks for the manner in which you are conducting hearings. To us it is a 
manifestation of the very best spirit of the American system of government. 

Very sincerely yours, 
OwEN J. Remincoton, Secretary. 


WASHINGTON 12, D. C. 
Hon. Sprssarp L. HOLLANn, 
Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR HOLLAND: In connection with the current National Airport 
question, I believe it would be a good idea to consider the following facts before 
undertaking the construction of another airport in the metropolitan area: 

According to figures of the CAA, Washington’s airport is far from the most 
crowded in the Nation. Figures released late last year by the office of Charles 
J. Lowen show eight other airports with more aircraft movements. These figures, 
for 1955, are as follows: 
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The objection to Friendship Airport that it is too far removed is not entirely 
valid when one considers the great distances one must travel for Midway and 
O’Hare in Chicago, Idlewild in New York; the Los Angeles Airport and Willow 
Kun in Detroit. Friendship is just about as close, timewise, as one of those air- 
ports and closer than some. There may be others as far removed which do 
not come readily to mind (Pittsburgh’s airport is a good 45 minutes out of town). 

As I understand it, the primary problem is control-area congestion; not just 
terminal congestion or runway shortage. If the airport is built at nearby Burke, 
Va., in all probability the air traffic pattern of that airport will overlap National’s 
air traffic pattern and that of the military airports in metropolitan Washington 
so that really very little in the way of safety will have been accomplished. 

All that is needed is a continuation of the freeway principle of the Baltimore- 
Washington Parkway from its intersection with Bladensburg Road to a point 
south of the Potomac. This probably would take the form of an elevated limited- 
access freeway such as is found in the Los Angeles area. ‘This would serve 
the general public as well as air travelers. With such a freeway, one could 
transfer from airport to airport or go from downtown Washington to Friendship 
easily in 30 minutes. It now takes at least 15 minutes to go to National. What 
difference could 15 minutes make in a flight to the west coast? 

By reducing congestion in the local air traffic control area through the use 
of Friendship, the lost 15 minutes could be regained (and possibly many times 
over) by speeding takeoffs and reducing “stacking” of arriving flights. 

And we have not yet even mentioned three very vital benefits to be gained 
through the use of Friendship: 

First would be the increased passenger safety through the avoidance of the 
congested airspace over the Capital. 

Second would be the dispersal of airfields which would be of immense military 
value in the event hostilities ever came to the United States shores. 

Third and finally would be the economic savings which would accrue through 
the use of already competed facilities. There is every reason to suppose that 
the air carriers would not be in nearly so great a need for another airport if 
they had to put up the money to build it. I travel a lot by air but I still must, in 
fairness, ask myself why others, who never set foot in an airplane, should be 
compelled to pay for the facilities which I, as a paying customer, use when 
I fly. 

In conclusion I would urge that the inquiring body seriously consider these 
pertinent facts: There are eight other major airports doing more business than 
National Airport. There are many airports farther removed from their cities 
than Friendship. Improved connections to the Washington-Baltimore Parkway 
would benefit air travelers and the public at large; cost less than an airport. 
Putting another airport close by existing ones would give more runways but 
would not reduce aerial traffie congestion. Safety, military strategy, and public 
economy all indicate the use of Friendship Airport. 

Sincerely, 


JaMes BE. WEBER. 





Number of passengers ticketed in Baltimore but boarding initial flight at 
Washington National Airport 
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1 December 1956, data. 
2 June 1956, data. 











ADDITIONAL AIRPORT FACILITIES FOR WASHINGTON AREA 341 


(See p. 258) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY, 


Washington, D. O., January 25, 1957. 
Mr. JoHN M. WITECK, 


Clerk, Commerce and Related Agencies Appropriations Subcommittee, 
Senate Committee on Appropriations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mk. WITECK: In reply to your telephone call of January 24, 1957, the 
Geological Survey has not made any investigation with specific reference to the 
Burke, Va., area as a possible airport site. Several Survey geologists have 
studied Fairfax County in recent years; our Water Resources Division has 
assigned Mr. Paul M. Johnston to study the hydrology of the Fairfax, Va., 
quadrangle, which includes the Burke area; also, on an informal and voluntary 
basis, two of our geologists (Mr. Charles Milton and Mr. Allan P. Bennison, 
who is no longer with the Survey) have made a geological reconnaissance of 
part of Fairfax County, including the Burke area. Milton and Bennison’s map 
is available for public use, on application to the librarian of the Geological 
Survey, and I am pleased to send you herewith a copy. For your information, 
this map is in no way an official or regular publication of the Survey, being 
simply a compilation of unofficial data for which there is a public demand. 

We trust that this information will be of service to you. 

Sincerely yours, 
THomas B. NoLan, Director. 


Senator Hotianp. The hearings will be closed. 
(Whereupon, at 3:26 p. m., Wednesday, January 30, 1957, the hear- 
ing was closed.) 
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